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Das frucdthare Lefen der Schriften Luthers.” 


Unter diefem Titel findet fich im 33. Yahrgang bon ,,Lehre und 
Wehre” ein Referat, das D. Walther feinergeit der Pajtoralfonfereng des 
StaateS MNiffouri vorgelegt hat und das von der Konfereng befproden 
worden ijt. Der Bwect des Referats twwar der, die Paftoren des Dijtrifts 
gum fleigigen efen der Schriften Luthers gu ermuntern, refp. dabei gu 
erhalten. Der Schreiber diejer Beilen erinnert fic, dap Walther bet 
Raftoralfonferengen die Glieder der Ronfereng beinahe verpflidtete, 
fie mochten ,eine Herrlide Stelle” aus Luther, auf die fie bet ihrem 
Lutherlejen geftoRen waren, ,gur nadjten Ronfereng mitbringen” und 
fo ihren , und” auch andere Ronferengglieder geniefen Lajjen. 

Walthers Referat ijt in Thefenform verfakt, und jdon die erjte 
Rhefe weijt dDarauf hin, dak Luthers Schriften im Vergleid mit allen 
andern theologifden Schriften cine eingigartige Bedeutung gu- 
fomme. Die erjte Thefe lautet: ,Um Luft und Liebe gum Lefen und 
Studieren der Schriften Luthers gu befommen, ijt vor allen Dingen 
notig, DaB man fich [ebendig vergegentwartige, Dak Luther nicht gu den 
getwdhnlicjen reinen Theologen Zu rechnen ijt, fondern der bon Gott felbjt 
ausertwablte Reformator der Kirde und Offenbarer und Umbringer des 
Untichrijts mar.” Jn der Ausfiihrung diefer Thefe heift e3 u. a.: 
rXuther ijt der eingige Theologe, der in der Schrift getveisfagt ijt. Er 
it auger allem Zincifel der Engel, bon dem Offenb. 14,6 fagt. Gr ift 
auger Biveifel der, welder nach 2 Theff. 2 den Antichrijt offenbaren und 
umbringen follte.... Durch Luther hat Gott Taufenden und Millionen 
die Uugen gesffnet, die borber in Blindheit den Papjt als Nachfolger 
Retri und Stellvertreter Chrifti ehrten. Luther hat nach den Apofteln 
| und Propheten in der Kirche nicht feinesgleiden. Man nenne nur eine 

 eingige Lehre, welche Luther nicht auf das allerflarjte und herrlidfte 

Dargelegt hatte. Ware eS nun nicht unausfpredlider Undanf gegen 

Gott, der uns diefen Mann gefandt hat, wenn wir auf feine Stimme 

—“‘Nidt Hiren tollten? Dann Hatten mir die Zeit nicht erfannt, darinnen 

_ Gott uns Heimgefudt hat. Weld} ein Zorn Gottes aber darauf folgt, 
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fehen wir gegeniwartig an den neuen deutfden Theologen, welche [in 
der Regel] nichts nach Luther fragen, ja ihn im Grunde veradhten, teil 
er Die Wahrheit nicht wiljenjdhaftlicd dargelegt Habe.... Dagegen nennt 
ein alter Theologe die Schriften Vuthers ,den Mantel Clia, den er bei 
feiner Simmelfahrt hat fallen laffen’, wahrend Bugenhagen ausdriicflic) 
Offenb. 14, 6. 7 in Quther erfiillt fieht. Darum ift diefe erfte Thefe von 
groper Widhtigfeit. Gott madht die Chrijtenheit dafiir berantwortlicd, 
wenn fie diefen Mann nicht al3 den Reformator der Kirche erfennt. Wir 
diirfen nidt in begug auf Luther denfen: ,Das fonnen wir aud; jo gut 
Luther die Wahrheit gefunden hat, fo gut werden auch wir fie durd 
fleigiges Studium finden.’ Mein; wenn Gott feine Propheten mit Geijt 
und Licht erfiillt, fo tut er das gum gemeinen Nuben der Kirche; und 
twehe der Rirde, wenn fie Gottes Werkzeug nicht gebraudcjen, jondern 
Daran bvoriibergehen willl Cine Kirche, in welder Luthers Schriften 
nicht gundcdjt bon den Paftoren und dann aud auf deren Antrieb von 
Den gemeinen Chrijten ftudiert werden, hat gewiblid nidt Luther3 Geift, 
und Luthers Geijt ijt der reine ebvangelijche Geijt des Glauben3, der 
Demut, der Cinfalt. Die andern Dogmatifer unjerer Kirde find gar 
nidt auf eine Rinie mit Luther gu ftellen. Luther hatte hinter fich 
nidts als hollijden Srrtum. Er mufte allein in die Schrift gehen und 
die Wahrheit herausholen. Kein Menjd fann begreifen, wie da3 miglid 
getwefen ijt. €3 fieht vielleicht leicht aus, fonnte aber unmodglich ohne 
gang befondere Erleuchtung de3 Heiligen Geijtes gefdehen.“ 

Sn der giweiten Thefe weift Walther hin auf ,, die Urteile und Beug- 
niffe, weldje die grigten Theologen unferer Rirde, ja die Feinde felbft 
iiber den Hohen Wert der Schriften Luthers abgelegt haben”. Die 
meiften Urteile und Zeugniffe, auf die in diefem Referat hingetwiefen 
wird, find bereits in Walthers Pajtorale, S.10—13, abgedrucdt. €3 
find die Urteile und Beugnijje bon Melandthon, Breng, Urbanus 
Rhegius, Calvin, Bega, Johann Bunyan, Yohn Wesley, Erasmus, 
Andreas Mafius (RKatholif, +1573). Bm Referat vor der Paftoral- 
fonfereng de3 Staate3 Miffouri wird dann nod auf die folgenden 
Manner hingetwiefen mit diefen Worten: ,, Johann Georg Hamann empz- 
fabl feinem Freunde Lindner, welder fich der Theologie gutwenden twollte, 
drei Leibbiidher’, namlich die Bibel, ein gutes altes Gefangbud, und 
das dritte ijt die Sammlung bon Luthers fleineren Sdriften, die Ram- 
bad herausgegeben hat. Jn diefem Buche finden Sie itber die Haupt- 
lehren unjer$ Glauben3 diefes Vaters unferer Kirche auserlefene Ge- 
danfen und Erflarungen, die gugleich polemifd und praftifd find. Was 
fiir eine Schande fiir unfere Beit, dDagB der Geift diefes Mannes, der 
unfere Rirde gegriindet, fo unter der Afde liegt! Was fiir eine Getwalt 
der Beredfamfeit, was fiir ein Geift der Auslegung, twas fiir ein Prophet! 
Wie gut wird Yhnen der alte Wein fdmecten, und wie follten wir uns 
unfers berdorbenen Gefdmaces fchamen! Was find Montaigne und 
Baco, diefe Whgdtter de wibigen Franfreidhs und tieffinnigen Englands, 
gegen ijn!“ ... Bengel fdreibt: ,,Billig follten die Schriften Luthers 
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fleifiger gelefen werden; twas Mofes dem iSraelitifden Volfe war, ijt 
Ruther gewiffermagen wenigftens den Chriften.” (Bitiert in der CErl. 
Beitidr., Nov. 1872, S. 261.) Buddeus fagt: ,,€3 ijt ja befannt, daR 
man auch twobl bet den menigften, welche Gelehrte und Theologen fein 
wollen, die Schriften Luthers findet; bei Ungelehrten aber ijt e3 viel, 
fwenn man die Rirden- oder Hauspojtille des feligen Mannes antrifft; 
die iibrigen Schriften, Darin doch fo viel Gutes enthalten ijt, find un- 
befannt.” (Vorrede 3. d. Hallijden Supplem. XIV, 766.) Beidler, der 
Herausgeber diefeS Supplements, fagt: ,Wfo fah id vor etlicen 
giwangig Sahren niemand, der diefe Dinge adjtete, fondern ladten mid 
aus und meinten, ich follte Lutherum mit foldhem Nacdftanfern feiner 
Shriften nit berunruhigen und nidt noctuas Athenas tragen.” (Vorz 
bericht 3. d. ©.) 

Wus den weiteren Ausfiihrungen de3 Waliherfden Meferat3 heben 
wir nod einige Punfte herbor. ,Die polemifden Sdriften Luthers 
find jebt gwar fehr verachtet, aber fie find da3 Grofartigite, was bon 
Menjcdhenhand gefdhricben worden ijt. Da findet man die Schriftwwahr- 
heiten gur Chideng eriviefen, da fieht man Luthers Heldenglauben und 
feine geiftlicke Freudigfeit. Dabei ijt alles unterhaltend. Dak Luther 
fo derb redet, fommt daber, dak er entweder den WAntichrijt oder elende 
Sdhwarmgeifter befampfte. Man fann nit alle Rranfheiten mit Sutter- 
mild und Gonig heilen, fondern e3 mu aud bittere Argnei gegeben 
werden. Ruther hatte einen taufendjahrigen Cidbaum bon ungeheurem 
Umfang vor fich; da fonnte er nicht mit dem Federmeffer fdneiden, fon 
dern mufte getwaltige sixte und fdharfe Sagen anwenden. Dabei wollte 
fein Serg aber bor Jammer zerflieRen iiber die armen Geelen, twelche in 
der Finfterni3 jagen. Wer fich an feinem Feuereifer fropt, ftoRt fich an 
Gott, der fich ein folches Werkzeug auserfehen hat.“ — C8 ift itber 
ndrautologien” in Wuther3 Schriften geflagt worden. Ya, Luther 
felbjt fagt wiederholt und in vberfdiedenen, auch derben Ausdriicen, dah 
er fich gu wortreic) borfomme. Walther gitiert in feinem Referat in 
begug auf Luthers ,Zautologien” die folgenden Worte bon Rambadh: 
G8 ift abr, wenn Luther auf einen widtigen Punft fommt, fo fann 
er fich nicht damit begniigen, dag er denfelben einmal vorftellt, jondern 
er pfleqt ihn ofter$ hintereinander gu twiederholen und eingujcharfen. 
Aber eben darin bejfteht feine Meijterfdhaft, dak er einerlet Sachen immer 
mit andern Worten ausgudriicten mweif, fo dak man alfjo feine Wieder- 
holungen feineSivegs fiir Ieere und iiberfliiffige Tautologien halten fann, 
fondern vielmehr vergleiden mu mit den oft twiederholten Sdhlagen 
eines Gammers, dadurd der Nagel dejto tiefer in die Wand hinein- 
getrieben twird.” Walther felbjt fagt in feinem Referat: ,,Die angeb- 
Tien Tautologien [bet Luther] find beabfidtigte Mittel, die Wahrheit 
dem Lefer deutlich gu maden und recht ins Herg gu treiben.” — itber 
Luthers Briefe fagt Walther: , Was Luthers Briefe betrifft, fo lefe 
man bor allem die aus der Vorbereitung gum Augsburger Reichstag und 
Iwahrend desfelben fotvie die den ReichSabjdied betreffenden, iiberhaupt 
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alle Briefe, welche fich auf firchliche Ereignijfe beziehen. Schoneres ijt an 
Briefen nicht gefdrieben worden. Cin folder Glaubensmut, folde 
Freudigfeit und Siegesgewipheit hat ihresgleicjen nicht. Man befommt 
erjt den redjten Verftand der Vorgange, wenn man Tieft, was Luther 
Dariiber gefdrieben hat.” Walther warnt aber aud) vor dem Mi = 
braud bon Bitaten aus Luther. Er fagt: ,Die blope Berufung auf 
Nuthers Meinung ijt gefahrlid, indem man damit den Schein ergeugt, 
man berlange Glauben auf Quthers Autoritat hin. Die Sache muf der 
Prediger fon aus Gottes Wort erwiefen haben und Luther 
dann [erft] als Beuge auftreten.... Man follte e3 mit Zitaten aus 
Luther machen wie mit Liederberfen, die man auch nicht eher gitiert, bis 
man den Gedanfen auf die Spike getrieben Hat; dann fommt das Zitat 
alg fraftiger Ubfdhluk.” — Sn begug auf fleipiges Nejen Luthers 
gibt Walther den Rat: , Man mache e3 fich gur Regel, jeden Tag etwas 
in Luther Schriften gu lefen, und fliichte fic) in diefelben fonderlich, 
twenn man fich troden, miide, bergagt, traurig, ratlo3 und elend fiiblt, 
und wale dann befonders die Briefe gu feiner Aufwedung, Starfung 
und Erquidung. Man made fich mit fener Lutherausgabe fo befannt, 
Dak man jede Schrift ohne viel geitraubendes Nachfdhlagen finden fann.“ 
»dtan fone fein Quthereremplar nicht gu viel. Wer in feinem Leben 
eine Erlanger Wusgabe berbraudt, hat nichts verfdwendet.” Das- 
felbe gilt natiirlich aud) bon unferer St. Qouijer Ausgabe. — Wie follten 
tir Luther bet fGwierigen theologifden Fragen gez 
brauden? Walther gibt den Rat: ,,Sooft man auf eine fcdwierige theo- 
logifde Frage ftsgt, jude man mit Hilfe de} Sprud- und Sadhregijters 
gu Luthers Werken aus Luther AWufichlup dariiber gu erhalten aus allen 
betreffenden Stellen. Das muZ man fic gum Gefeb madjen. Cin 
utherijder Prediger follte doch wijfen, tie Luther itber twidhtige theo- 
logifde Fragen urteilt. Gr ijt fein Orafel, aber fein Urteil ijt fiir uns 
bon auferiter Widtigfeit. Man lefe alle Stellen nach, wo er auf 
den betreffenden Gegenftand gu reden fommt. Wer da fleigig tut, wird 
Ruther bald liebgewinnen und erfennen, dak er feinen befferen Ratgeber 
finden fann. Wer e3 nicht tut, nubt Luther nit aus.“ 

iiber die einzigartige Bedeutung der Schriften Luthers im 
Vergleich mit allen andern theologifdjen Sehriften jfagt Walther in feiner 
Pajtorale (S.13): ,Muthers Werke find eine fajt unerjdipflide Fund- 
gtube fiir alle Biweige der Theologie; fie jind eine fo reiche Schabfammer, 
dag fie wohl allein eine groke Bibliothef erfeben, aber durdh feine nod 
fo groge Biicherfammiung erjebt werden fonnen.” 8 ift ja nach und 
nad aud) bet uns Gitte getworden, dak man jungen Pajtoren bei ihrer 
Ordination und sffentliden Cinfiihrung Gefdenfe macht. Unter pafjen- 
den Gefdenfen find auch Luthers Sdhriften gu nennen. Die in unferm 
eigenen Berlage erfdhienene, dreiundgiwangig Bande umfaffende Wus- 
gabe, ,D. Martin Vuthers Samtlicde Sdhriften”, ijt fiir den allgemeinen 
Gebraud aufs befte gu empfehlen. &. Pieper. 
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The Indwelling of the Trinity in the Heart 
of the Believer. 
Essay read before the convention of the Missouri Synod in June, 1929. 


(Conclusion of Part I.) 





We now turn to the discussion of those effects of the divine 
indwelling that are worked in the Christian’s life. That life is 
bound up in the one word salvation, and salvation comes through 
the illumination of the soul with spiritual knowledge. Christ’s own 
anointing with the Holy Spirit, according to Isaiah, was to be an 
anointing with “the Spirit of wisdom and understanding, the 
Spirit of counsel and might, the Spirit of knowledge and of the 
fear of the Lord.” Is. 11,2. Now, this same Spirit of wisdom and 
understanding and heavenly knowledge dwells in our hearts through 
faith. Where our Savior has spoken most directly regarding the 
indwelling of the Trinity, in the last half of John’s 14th chapter, 
He says, on the one hand, that He and the Father will come unto 
the believer and make their abode with him. But He adds that 
by this indwelling the Comforter, which is the Holy Ghost, will be 
given to us, and “He shall teach you all things.” All knowledge 
that we have of spiritual things, the understanding of God’s loving 
counsel toward us, of Christ’s work of redemption, of our reconcilia- 
tion to God, of all those things which make us to “sit together in 
heavenly places in Christ Jesus,” are the result of the Spirit’s in- 
ward teaching. When Christ dwells in our hearts by faith, says 
Paul, we are “filled with all the fulness of God” and thus are “able 
to comprehend with all saints what is the breadth, and length, and 
depth, and height.” 


When once Thou visitest the heart, 
Then truth begins to shine, 
Then earthly vanities depart, 
Then kindles love -divine. 


“Love divine!” When the Spirit imparts to us heavenly 
knowledge and spiritual wisdom, we are endowed with more than 
simply with a knowledge of the head. The divine nature penetrates 
all our personality. It operates within the mainsprings of action, 
the human emotions and will, now sanctified unto spiritual services. 
Paul refers to the indwelling of Christ as “the power that worketh 
in us.” Eph. 3,20. A new dynamic begins to work. We are “car- 
ried along” by the Spirit of God. Rom. 8, 14. We are endowed with 
a new life, a life in Christ, a life together with Christ, Rom. 6, 8; 
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and life in its very essence is activity. Paul fairly exhausts the 
powers of language in order to show forth the virtual identity of 
our life with the life of Christ. Speaking to the Galatians, he says 
that by the Gospel which he preached to them “Christ is being 
formed within them.” Now let us note the marvelous correspondence 
between Paul and the Apostle John on this subject. The first fruit 
of the Spirit, says Paul, Gal. 5, 22, is Jove. And according to John 
brotherly love is the very essence of the Christian’s life. “We know 
that we have passed from death unto life because we love the 
brethren.” “Every one that loveth is born of God. God is Love; 
and he that dwelleth in love dwelleth in God and God in him.” 
And once more: “He that keepeth His commandments dwelleth in 
Him and God in him.” To which the words of the familiar hymn 
make response : — 

O grant that nothing in my soul 

May dwell but Thy pure love alone; 
O may Thy love possess me whole, 
My Joy, my Treasure, and my Crown! 

Strange flames far from my heart remove; 

My every act, word, thought, be love! 

Accordingly, then, far from being a mere dogma of the Church, 
though a lofty one, the doctrine of the indwelling of the Holy 
Trinity is related to the every-day, the week-day, life of the Chris- 
tian. To give only a single instance. In his First Letter to the 
Corinthians, Paul warns his readers against the seductiveness of 
that heathen immorality for which their city was famous, yes, 
infamous. “Flee fornication!” And how does he enforce this 
admonition? Reminding the believers that by defilement of the 
body through an immoral life they become guilty of a most horrible 
inconsistency, he exclaims: “Know ye not that your bodies are the 
members of Christ? . . . He that is joined unto the Lord is one 
spirit.” With this clear reference to the indwelling of the Holy 
Trinity, Paul quenches the flame of carnal lust and by this very 
admonition lifts his readers above the temptations that surrounded 
them. That is one of the practical applications of the doctrine 
of the mystic union. It is brought down, so to say, out of the 
region of theology and made a principle of life and, in the in- 
stances quoted, a motive for social and personal purity. 


Still He comes within us, 
Still His voice would win us 
From the sins that hurt us, 
Would to Truth convert us. 
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The union of the believer with God is the realization of eternal 
life. Even while the Christian still dwells in the midst of suffering 
and persecution, he can sing: — 

Jesus, the very thought of Thee 

With sweetness fills the breast. 


Hence, all fears and sadness! 
For the Lord of gladness, 
Jesus, enters in. 
It is the Spirit of prayer that cries from his heart, “Abba, 
Father.” Rom. 8,15; Gal. 4,6. For Paul says distinctly, if we can 
call God a heavenly Father, it is because God “hath sent forth the 
Spirit of His Son into our hearts.” In the depths of afflictions, 
when the Christian knows neither how to pray nor what to pray for, 
the Spirit Himself intercedes for him by crying with unutterable 
groanings to God from out of the heart of the believer. And because 
the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of joy, the Christian is truly happy. 
His religion is a religion of joy. It is this experience of happiness 
of which Paul reminds the Galatians: “How happy were you!” 
And is it not strange that both the Biblical Hebrew and Greek have 4 
more words meaning joy or happiness than any other languages? ‘a 
When Christ dwells in the heart by faith, Eph. 3,17, Chris- 4 
tians are enabled to do the impossible. It was these impossibilities 
that were performed by the early Christians that so deeply im- , 
pressed the heathen world. Impossibility No.1: to rejoice in 
sufferings. What can seem more absurd to human reason than that? 
The whole philosophy of the age was tending towards one end and 
purpose — to escape suffering, by suicide, if necessary, but at all 
costs to avoid suffering. The Christian religion came and told its 
adherents that suffering would necessarily be their lot. The suffer- 
ings of Christ were to abound in their bodies. 2 Cor. 1,5. But at 
the same time the apostles called upon their readers to rejoice in 
suffering. What an example of this was not Paul himself! All his 
letters are suffused with a heavenly calm, the peace that passeth 
all understanding, and the joy of a conqueror with Christ. There 
are no more cheerful documents in the world than the letters of 
St.Paul. They overflow with happiness. For the ancient world “a 
to see happy people was a new experience. It was a hard and 
terrible age, a loveless age. People were filled with a gloomy dread 
of evil spirits. It was an age when might made right and when 
no man’s life was secure. And here were the Christians bearing 
every evidence of happiness, even the common laborers and the 
Slaves. Moreover, they rejoiced even in suffering. It was this 
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demonstration of divine power in the martyrs that made them the 
seed of the Church. Thus did the Christians make full proof of 
the indwelling of the Spirit. They recognized this indwelling as 
a promise of their resurrection. Rom. 8,11. “Christ in them,” was 
“the hope of glory.” Col.1,27%. Hence, since their life was so 
bound up with that of Jesus Christ that they were able to say with 
Paul, Phil. 1, 21, that “to live is Christ,” therefore they could also 
add that “to die is gain.” To rejoice in sufferings, even in perse- 
cution and death, that is the first of the impossibilities that were 
realized through the indwelling of God’s Spirit, and it is being 
realized to-day. There are no more happy people on earth than 
the Christians. None others can bear affliction patiently and bear 
it with a spirit filled with gratitude. Only they have learned the 
secret of being happy when the tide of fortune has turned against 
them, when they are betrayed by friends, when they are afflicted 
with disease and the debility of old age; only of them can it be 
said that their joy is never so perfect as at the approach of death. 


There is a second ability found only in Christians by which 
that is proclaimed which to natural man is a sheer impossibility. 
“Love your enemies,” said the Savior. And the letters of the New 


Testament reecho the admonition: “Charity envieth not, beareth 
all things, hopeth all things”; “Recompense to no man evil for 
evil”; “If thine enemy hunger, feed him”; “Overcome evil with 
good.” 1Cor.13; Rom.12. Possessing the spirit of Christ, Chris- 
tians are able to overcome the natural feelings of resentment under 
insult, of vengefulness under injury, and are able to do good to 
them that hate them, to bless those who persecute them. When you 
have once met a believer who is scorned and slandered and have 
found in him the evidences of forgiving love in the face of such 
persecution, you have found something grander and more beautiful 
than all that human hand and brain have ever wrought and 
devised, you have looked, as it were, through a window into the 
temple of God. All the achievements of humanity are trivial com- 
pared with the reborn soul which is able to love personal enemies, 
help them, and pray for them. Here is a work truly divine. 
When Christianity was first proclaimed to the world by Christ’s 
messengers, it had to meet three principles that were regarded as 
the embodiment of wisdom. Socrates had taught that the key to 
all knowledge was contained in the command “Know thyself.” 
The Stoics had proclaimed as the source of all power over men the 
principle of self-mastery — “Control thyself.” Most popular of 
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all were the followers of Epicure, who prescribed the easy maxim 
“Enjoy thyself.” Contesting these principles, the boastful pride 
of knowledge and the love of power and of pleasure, Christianity 
came with the demand, incomprehensible and to natural man im- 
possible, “Deny thyself.’ From that day to this it has been the 
principle of Christian conduct. Wherever the Spirit of Christ 
dwells in the heart, there is the “mind which was also in Christ 
Jesus, who made Himself of no reputation, but humbled Himself 
and became obedient unto death, even the death of the cross.” 
Phil. 2,8. With Paul the believer rejoices in being “offered upon 
the sacrifice and service of the faith,” v.17. This is the very heart 
of the principle of Christian stewardship. Self-denial, self-sacrifice, 
is what our faith demands of us to-day. And the evidence of that 
Spirit of self-denial is not wanting among us. It was that spirit 
which caused the founders of our Synod to emigrate to Perry 
County, Mo., and to the valley of the Saginaw; which caused them 
to rear out of their poverty the first American churches, schools, 
and colleges in which sound Lutheranism was preached and taught ; 
which caused thousands of their sons to enter the ranks of the 
ministry and to suffer hardships and privations on the frontiers of 
civilization; which is prompting our missionaries to-day to labor 
at scant wages at home and in foreign fields; which is living in 
our consecrated laity when it sustains the missions, the colleges 
and seminaries, the orphanages and hospices, the hospitals and old 
people’s homes, scattered over the entire territory between the 
Atlantic and the Pacific, between the Arctic Circle and the Rio 
Grande, in Germany, in Argentina and Brazil, in China and India. 
It is by an appeal to the spirit of sacrifice which the Word enkindles 
in the heart that we depend for the continuation of the costly and 
far-flung work of ours. In this sense do we say that all we do for 
the kingdom of God is not our own work, but the work of the in- 
dwelling Spirit. 

Thus we have learned that through the indwelling of the Holy 
Trinity in the heart of the believer there is a vital principle at 
work. Christ’s Spirit lives and operates in the regenerate. The 
regenerate, endowed with the impulse of a new life, lives and 
labors in Christ. As Luther says: “This is the high art and ex- 
perience of faith that on the one hand we are in Christ and have 
been saved from sin and death through His righteousness and 
life; on the other hand, that He is in us, speaks through us, and 
is active in those things which we do as members of His kingdom.” 
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II. 


Fling wide the portals of your heart; 
Make it a temple set apart 

From earthly use for heaven’s employ, 
Adorned with prayer and love and joy; 
So shall your Sovereign enter in 

And new and nobler life begin. 


The union of God with the believer has a twofold aspect. On 
the one hand, it is the active and constant coming of Christ to His 
saints. On the other hand, viewed from the standpoint of the 
believer, it is the new life controlled by the principle of love. It 
cannot be otherwise. The believer has been regenerated through 
the infinite mercies of God, divine love having transferred him from 
the kingdom of darkness into the kingdom of light; and when this 
has been accomplished, the believer, through the necessity of his 
new relation to God, cannot otherwise than love Him who has 
blessed him with such an abounding wealth of spiritual blessings. 
To quote Luther once more: “Faith is the gift of divine grace. As 
such, however, faith is a mighty and active thing, renewing man and 
regenerating him, so that his entire mode and essence are changed. 
Now he cannot otherwise than do good without ceasing. As the 
tree by its very nature brings forth fruit, so good works by neces- 
sity follow upon faith. And as the tree does not require a com- 
mand to bring forth fruit, even so the believer without compulsion, 
spontaneously, does good works. It is in the nature of man to 
sleep, eat, drink, hear, speak, walk, etc. It is in the nature of 
a Christian to lead a pious life, since the Holy Spirit enkindles in 
his heart a love of all that is good. The sun needs no command to 
shine; the water needs no command to flow; the fire needs no 
command to burn; 2 and 3 are 5 without outward compulsion; 
and so by his very nature the Christian is what he is.” 

Now, all the promises of God in Him are yea and in Him 
Amen, who hath also sealed us and given the earnest of the Spirit 
in our hearts. 2 Cor. 1, 20.22. The earnest, or guaranty, of the 
Spirit is the Holy Spirit Himself. It is He that makes all the 
promises of God an eternal, unmodified affirmation, a certainty, an 
Amen which says regarding every element of faith: “This is most 
certainly true.” Where the Spirit of God does not dwell in the 
heart, there is uncertainty, doubt, and skepticism. Where it reigns, 
there is an inward assurance, that assurance which is the great 
principle of Protestantism. 

Protestantism has made religion a matter of the individual and 
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not of the group. The kingdom of God is within you. Each indi- 
vidual soul stands in direct relation to its Maker and Redeemer. 
Every government by ecclesiastical authority is thereby made im- 
possible. It was the clear recognition of man’s individual relation 
to God and of the responsibility which follows out of that relation 
that gave birth to the Protestant Church. 


This is the quadricentennial of the birth of Protestantism. 
During the Reichstag of Spires, in 1529, the Catholic majority 
ruthlessly broke the agreement of 1526 which permitted the citizens 
of every state to worship God according to the dictates of their 
conscience. The concession had been wrested from Emperor 
Charles V by political necessity, since he was at war with the Pope 
and the Turk and needed the support of the Lutheran princes. 
When he had crushed his enemies, the emperor forgot his promise 
or remembered that it was not necessary to keep faith with heretics 
and now demanded that the Lutheran religion be destroyed and 
that the Catholic religion be restored as the only religion of the 
whole German Empire. Out of this great trial the Lutheran con- 
fessors came forth victorious. What, should they forget their 
Master’s command: “Go ye into all the world and preach the 
Gospel to every creature”? If one of the states of the empire 
desired some day to follow their example and be reformed, should 
they take away its power of doing so? Having themselves entered 
the kingdom of heaven, should they shut the door after them? No; 
rather endure everything, sacrifice everything, even their states, 
their crowns, and their lives. “Let us reject this decree,” said the 
princes. “In matters of conscience the majority has no power.” 
They resolved to appeal from the resolutions of the diet to the Word 
of God and from the Emperor Charles to Jesus Christ, the King 
of kings and Lord of lords. A declaration was drawn up to that 
effect, and this was the famous protest that henceforward gave the 
name of “Protestant” to the renovated Church. 


“In matters of conscience the majority has no power.” To 
such extent as we let our congregational and synodical life con- 
form to this principle, we are truly Protestant. In matters which 
have been determined by the Word of God, majorities do not count, 
whether in the congregation, the synodical District, or our Synod 
as a whole. When at the Diet of Augsburg, Charles V by his 
imperial authority commanded Landgrave Philip of Hesse to march 
in a Roman procession, the Landgrave gave that reply for which, 
with all his faults, we shall love him as a true Protestant. His 
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reply was: “Your Majesty’s conscience has no right to command 
my own.” 

Our Church and Synod is founded on the proposition that 
neither ecclesiastical officers nor convention majorities can dictate 
to us in those matters which concern conscience. 

It is true that this principle, like every evangelical principle, 
can be abused. It has been abused in our own church-body. It 
has been construed to mean that the resolutions of a Synod are no 
more than a suggestion of possible lines of action. Cooperation has 
sometimes been regarded as entirely optional, thus destroying one 
of the great purposes for which our congregations have been united 
in a synod, namely, to do by cooperation those things which are the 
duty of every Christian, but which can be accomplished only when 
Christians join hands for the tasks which they have in common. 
True, the Synod is not, like the local church, an institution founded 
by Christ Himself. But it is true what the sainted Dr. Koren said 
twenty-four years ago at a meeting of the Norwegian Synod. By 
what other means, that great churchman asked, can we obey the 
apostolic command that we should “endeavor to keep the unity of 
the Spirit in the bond of peace”? And how shall that Spirit in 
whom we are united perform through us that calling and gathering 
of the holy Christian Church on earth unless we possess such Chris- 
tian unanimity of purpose, such willingness to yield to others, that 
like-mindedness which should be the guiding principle of our 
church-life? Rom.15. For this reason, says Paul, so many dif- 
ferent gifts have been given to us, that we may function as members 
that have each its own office. “Be of the same mind one toward 
another,” admonishes the same holy apostle. Stubborn insistence 
upon one’s own preferences is not a fruit of the Spirit. Yielding 
to the wishes of the majority is a high Christian duty when the 
undertakings for the advancement of God’s kingdom are at stake. 

But while this is true, while congregations should heartily 
cooperate with sister congregations, Synod has no authority where 
matters of conscience are involved. No majority in our Church 
can compel a minority to do that which is contrary to the will of 
God. And also this is true: No majority can withhold from 
a minority, whether in Synod or congregation, those things in which 
they are partakers through the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. It is 
well that we emphasize the “Evangelical” in our denomination 
name “Evangelical Lutheran.” Evangelical Church means Gospel 
Church; and where the Gospel is, there is “the liberty wherewith 
Christ hath made us free.” This was in the mind of Luther when 
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he would sometimes sign his letters Hleutheros, the free man. 
Hence the protest of our Lutheran Confessions against any govern- 
ment of the Church by council, by hierarchy, by majorities. Luther 
at Worms made his stand against the all but unanimous opposition 
of Church and State when he said that it is not safe nor right to 
act contrary to conscience. At Spires, and again at Augsburg, it 
was against overwhelming majorities that the fathers of our Church 
asserted the same supremacy of conscience. And we remember that 
through much tribulation and bitter heartache the early fathers of 
our own Synod learned the meaning of a truly free Church, free 
congregations, free Christians. 

Yet the liberty which we have as Christians through the in- 
dwelling of Christ’s free Spirit is a privilege that imposes certain 
obligations, foremost among these being the duty of confession. 
Not as if the Christian believer confesses his faith more or less in 
a spirit of submission to a duty, acting under constraint. When 
Peter and John were before the council of the Jews, they said: 
“Whether it be right in the sight of God to hearken unto you more 
than unto God, judge ye.” Acts 4,19. That was the supremacy of 
conscience. But they continued: “For we cannot but speak the 
things which we have seen and heard,” v.20. That was the duty 
of confession. “We cannot but speak by the Holy Ghost which 
dwelleth in us,” says Paul writing to Timothy, 2 Tim.1,14. We 
“keep that good thing which was committed unto us.” Confession, 
far from being an act of outward or inward compulsion, is the 
effect of the Word that is nigh unto us, even in our mouth and 
in our heart, that cannot otherwise than seek utterance, remember- 
ing the blessed promise: “If thou shalt confess with thy mouth 
the Lord Jesus and shalt believe in thine heart that God hath raised 
Him from the dead, thou shalt be saved.” Rom. 10,9. “Whosoever 
transgresseth and abideth not in the doctrine of Christ hath not 
God. He that abideth in the doctrine of Christ, he hath both the 
Father and the Son.” 2 John 9. 

Not only in obedience to conscience, but as a manifestation of 
their innermost life, the early Christians confessed their faith 
even in the face of most relentless persecution. With exile and 
death threatening them, the fathers of our Church in Reformation 
days announced their determination to stand by that great con- 
fession of faith which is called the Augustana. When that noble 
Prince Wolfgang of Anhalt signed the Augsburg Confession, he 
said: “I would rather quit the country of my fathers, staff in hand, 
rather gain my bread by cleaning the shoes of the foreigner, than 
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receive any other doctrine than that which is contained in this 
Confession.” The Elector of Saxony spoke these memorable words: 
“T am resolved to do what is right, without troubling myself. about 
my crown. I desire to confess the Lord. My electoral hat and 
my ermine are not so precious to me as the Cross of Jesus Christ. 
I shall leave on earth these marks of my greatness; but my Master’s 
Cross will accompany me to heaven.” 

Luther on Coburg during those critical days of 1530 is the 
greatest example of the Spirit-given courage of a true confessor 
since the time of the apostles. Out of the depths of a faith bound 
to the Word of God alone, out of the strength of a conscience bound 
by no human authority whatever, he preached and sang, warned, 
comforted, — consumed with zeal for the honor of the Lord and 
of the Lord’s house. When the confession of the evangelical princes 
had been victoriously maintained at Augsburg, he wrote: “Though 
our enemies shoald have around them, beside them, with them, 
not only that puissant Roman Emperor Charles, but still more the 
emperor of the Turks and his Mahomet, they could not intimidate, 
they could not frighten me. It is I who, in the strength of God, 
am resolved to frighten and overthrow them. They shall yield to 
me, they shall fall, and I shall remain upright.” 

This is what we mean when we say that we are Evangelical 
Lutherans. As many of us as are members of the Lutheran Church 
have confessed before many witnesses that we shall remain true to 
this faith and “rather suffer all things, even death, than fall away 
from it.” We were able to do that, and to maintain that confession 
in our lives, through the indwelling Spirit of God, in token of 
which, as the minister laid his hands upon us in the form of con- 
firmation, he pronounced the words: “God give you the Spirit of 
wisdom and understanding, the Spirit of counsel and might, the 
Spirit of knowledge and of the fear of the Lord.” Is. 11, 2. 

Lutheranism is evangelical because it is based on the confession 
of the Gospel. Its adherence to the great fundamentals of Chris- 
tian belief gives our Church the right to be called “Christian.” In 
this sense we are fundamentalists. In this sense we proclaim our- 
selves one of the evangelical denominations. In this sense we are 
members of the great Protestant branch of the Church Visible. 
But we are not Protestants, Evangelicals, Fundamentalists, simply. 
We are Lutherans. What does that imply? We are here reminded 
of two statements of Dr. Martin Luther that appear to contradict 
each other. At one time he wrote that he wanted no man to call 
his Church “Lutheran.” It was not founded on Martin Luther. 





The Indwelling of the Trinity in the Heart of the Believer. 95 


He preferred the name “Evangelical Church,” “Gospel Church.” 
On the other hand, and in another connection, he as definitely de- 
clared that those who are ashamed of the name “Lutheran” deny 
the truth of Jesus Christ, since it was only and excusively the doc- 
trine of Christ and His apostles that he, Luther, had proclaimed. 
And so we say that, whereas justification by faith alone is the great 
formal principle of the Reformation and of Lutheranism, so the 
principle sola Scriptura, the Scriptures alone, is its great twin star, 
the material principle of our theology and belief. 

Far from being an outward subscription only to the doctrine 
of the infallibility of Scripture, far from being a merely intellectual 
assent to the doctrine that the Bible is the inspired Word of God, 
this material principle of our faith involves an inward attitude, 
a hearty assent, a profound conviction, a Spirit-born assurance, that 
the Bible is the Word of God. Some of the clearest statements of 
our Lord concerning the indwelling of the Trinity have a bearing 
upon this point. If a man love Me, he will keep My Word, and 
My Father will love him, and We will come unto him and make 
Our abode with him.” John 14,23. And our Lord’s teaching is 
reechoed in the writings of the beloved apostle: “Whoso. keepeth 
His Word, in him, verily, is the love of God perfected; hereby know 
we that we are in Him.” 1 John 2, 5. 

When the Augsburg Confession had been read by that noble 
layman whose name ought to be a household word in every Lutheran 
family, Chancellor Beyer, the eyes even of some of the sternest 
opponents of Luther caught a glimpse of truth. Duke William of 
Bavaria immediately addressed to Dr. Eck this pointed question: 
“Can you refute this doctrine?” Eck answered: “With the Church 
Fathers I can, but not with the Scriptures.” “Ah,” the reply was, 
“T am to conclude, then, that the Lutherans are in the Scriptures 
and we outside !” 


Unless we would become traitors to Protestantism, to Luther- 
anism, let our single purpose in all that we do and say also at this 
convention conform to the principle: “The Lutherans are in the 
Scriptures.” 


In those days it was the authority of the Roman Pontiff and 
of the church councils that disputed the seat of authority in the 
Church with the Scriptures of the Old and the New Testament. 
That same conflict endures to the present time, since the Roman 
Church to this day finds its principle of authority not in the Scrip- 
tures alone or primarily, but in the utterances of an “infallible” 





96 The Indwelling of the Trinity in the Heart of the Believer. 


Pope. But the Roman Church has received some strange auxili- 
aries in its war against the sola Scriptura. A great wave of un- 
belief has invaded the body of Christianity and is now tearing at 
its vitals — Rationalism, also called Modernism. In the place of 
an inspired Bible, Modernism, with its helpmeet, the higher crit- 
icism, has left us only a “record of religious experience” as pre- 
served by a Semitic tribe which inhabited the land of Canaan some 
two thousand years ago. Throughout, it is an attitude of denial: 
denial that Moses wrote the five books that bear his name; denial 
that David wrote the Psalms; denial that Isaiah and Daniel wrote 
the books which bear that title; denial that the New Testament 
writings give a truthful account of our Lord’s life, death, and 
resurrection; denial that the canon of the Old Testament and New 
Testament Scriptures is the Word of God. And they call that 
theology which is based upon an infallible Bible a static theology, 
a reactionary form of religion, unfitted for this modern life. 
What shall we say to these inferences and accusations? 
Bidding defiance to the unbelief and radicalism that speaks 
from such utterances, we hold fast the conviction, of which we have 
the seal through the indwelling Spirit of God, that the Scriptures 
are throughout the work of the Holy Ghost and are the sole norm 
of Christian life and doctrine. A static theology? A reactionary 
form of religion? A fossilized Church? Words more inappropriate 
could not be found to characterize our faith and Church though 
you searched an unabridged dictionary for a year and a day. 
Static? There is no more dynamic power, no greater reservoir of 
spiritual energy, than the belief in an inspired Bible. Have we 
not heard our Savior’s own assurance that, if we keep His words, 
the Father and Son will come to us and make their abode with us? 
Has not His holy apostle said that we know that we are in Him if 
we keep His Word? And is not the Word of God “quicker and 
more powerful than any two-edged sword”? Reactionary sixteenth- 
century theology? What is it but the first-century theology, the 
doctrine of Jesus Christ, “the same yesterday, to-day, and forever,” 
of which our Lord Himself has said “heaven and earth shall pass 
away, but His words shall never pass away”? Let those testify who 
through diligent use of the means of grace permit this power of 
God unto salvation to work upon their hearts; whose mind has 
become illuminated; whose emotions have become sanctified; whose 
hands and feet have become organs of the Holy Spirit through that 
Word of God which has made their heart a dwelling-place of the 
Holy Trinity. As certain as God is a God of ceaseless action, the 
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life that has been engendered by Him cannot otherwise than endow 
man with the new powers of will and purpose and make him active 
in every good work. As we sing in our church services: — 


Enlarge my heart to make Thee room; 
Enter and in me ever stay. 

The crooked then shall straight become; 
The darkness shall be lost in day. 


Redeemer, come! I open wide 

My heart to Thee; here, Lord, abide! 
Let me Thy inner presence feel, 

Thy grace and love in me reveal. 


“Ye are the temple of the living God.” Note another impli- 
cation of that glorious doctrine. A temple, not a suburban sub- 
division with scattered cottages. The temple which forms the 
means of comparison with one great stately building, unified in 
plan, serving a single purpose, and pointing to the unity of the 
Christian Church. Similarly we are called the body of Christ, — 
“the Church, which is His body,” — of which we are indeed mem- 
bers, but members that are a unity, an organism. “Ye are the 
temple of the living God, as God hath said: I will dwell in them 
and walk in them; and I will be their God, and they shall be My 
people.” Where does Paul quote this Old Testament promise? 
In the same passage in which he warns the Corinthians and, through 
them, us all: “Be ye not unequally yoked with unbelievers.” 2 Cor. 
6,14—16. And thus we say that the unity of faith involves a sepa- 
ration, as Paul continues, v.17: “Wherefore come out from among 
them, and be ye separate, saith the Lord, and touch not the unclean 
thing; and I will receive you.” 


Therefore, let no one be concerned about the isolation of our 
Church. We are isolated not as Esau was, whose sword was against 
every man and every man’s against him, but as Israel was when it 
said, replying to Joshua: “God forbid that we should forsake the 
Lord to serve other gods. We will also serve the Lord, for He is 
our God.” They made this covenant, knowing fully that it meant 
separation in heart and mind, in body and substance, from the 
unbelieving Canaanites. “There shall not any man be able to stand 
before thee all the days of thy life: as I was with Moses, so I will 
be with thee; I will not fail thee nor forsake thee,” was the promise 
which had been given to Joshua and his people when they crossed 
Jordan. Josh.1,5. It is the promise of which every believer has 
the seal of the Spirit in his heart; it is the pledge given to the 


Church that observes all the commands of its Lord, turning not 
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from it to the right hand or to the left. “Then shalt thou make 
thy way prosperous, and thou shalt have good success.” Is not the 
growth and prosperity of our Church a visible testimony to the 
faithfulness of our Lord? Are we not able to say to-day as Joshua 
told the children of Israel at the close of his life: “Ye know in all 
your hearts and in all your souls that not one thing hath failed 
of all the good things which the Lord, your God, spake concerning 
you; all are come to pass unto you, and not one thing hath failed 
thereof”? Josh. 23, 14. 

Let us therefore not consider it a misfortune that the same 
Spirit who has given us unity of the faith also causes us to remain 
separate from all who turn, some to the right hand and some to 
the left, from the teachings of our Lord and His apostles. Such 
separation is not burdensome to the Christian. As surely as the 
will of God is an active principle through the Word dwelling in 
his heart, he shrinks from becoming conformed to this world. 

For my heart, which He hath filled, 
Ever cries: Lord, as Thou wilt. 

“And I will pray the Father, and He shall give you another 
Comforter, that He may abide with you forever, even the Spirit 
of Truth, whom the world cannot receive, because it seeth Him not, 
neither knoweth Him; but ye know Him, for He dwelleth with 
you and shall be in you.” John 14,16.17. In connection with this 
promise the Lord assures us of the most intimate communion and 
union of His Spirit with the believer: “Verily, verily, I say unto 
you; He that believeth on Me, the works that I do shall he do also; 
and greater works than these shall he do, because I go unto My 
Father.” Jesus offers a new reason for consolation and now in- 
cludes in His promise, not only the Eleven, but the believers of all 
ages, also us. Whoever believes in Jesus will do the works that 
Jesus did — works of grace and mercy, of forgiving love, of over- 
coming evil with good. Yes, when Jesus would go to the Father 
(enter into His state of exaltation, making use of His full divine 
power), He would enable His believers to do even greater works. 
The Gospel would then be preached to all the world, kingdoms would 
fall down before its message, the cruelty and vice of savage tribes 
would be overcome, help would be extended to the sick, the blind, 
the deaf, the slaves, the outcasts of society, through the influence 
of Christianity. Have we not evidence of all this in the far-flung 
operations of our Church? 

In order to do the work of the Lord, we are convened as 
a Delegate Synod. However, that work by necessity is the work of 
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individuals. We as a convention can receive reports, pass resolu- 
tions, and elect officers. But the work of this body is not done 
through the officers or through the representatives of our congre- 
gations, but through the congregations which have sent them. No; 
it is not done by the congregations, but by the individuals who are 
members of these. Not by power of organization, not by programs 
and by system, but by the strength which our individual Christians 
draw from their union with God by faith, shall these works be done. 
“Now, there are diversities of gifts, but the same Spirit. And there 
are differences of administrations, but the same Lord. And there 
are diversities of operations, but it is the same God which worketh 
all in all.” 1 Cor. 12,4—6. God working in us in Synod and con- 
gregation — thus we shall become builders together with God, sol- 
diers in the spiritual army of Christ, or, as described in the beautiful 
saying of John, Rev. 1, 9, “brothers and companions in tribulation 
and in the kingdom and patience of Jesus Christ.” 


Gird each one with the Spirit’s Sword, 

The sword of Thine own deathless Word, 
And make them conquerors, conquering Lord, 
Where Thou Thyself wilt come. 


Raise up, O Lord the Holy Ghost, 
From this broad land a mighty host, 
Their war-cry, “We will seek the lost 
Where Thou, O Christ, wilt come!” 
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Was einft gu Marburg gefdah, ijt den Vertretern von ,,twobhl fiinfe 
sig berfdiedenen Gruppen und Formen de3 Proteftantismus”, die im 
Oftober vergangenen Yahres gu Marburg eine Gebdadhtnisfeier des 
ReligionSgefprads abbielten, nicht gum Betwuftfein gefommen. Sonft 
aren fie, Lutheraner und Reformierte, Methodijten und Presbyte- 
tianer, Ronferbative und Liberale, Europader und Amerifaner, nicht gu 
fammengefommen. Gie fonnten hidiftens de3 Rropheten Grab fehmiicen. 


1) Die folgenden Ausfiihrungen geben teilS in vertitrgter, teilS in ertweiterter 
Form ein Referat wieder, das der Paftoralfonfereng deS Weftliden Diftrifts im 
Oftober 1929 horlag und gum Teil befprocen wurde. — Uber das Marburger 
ReligionSgef prac (1—4. Oftober 1529) liegen auSfithrlicere Relationen und 
liitjere brieflide Mitteilungen bon Leilnehmern vor. Die Relationen von Hedio, 
Collin, Ofiander, Breng, dem lutherifchen AUnonymus nebft einigen andern find 
mitgeteit in der Weimarer Ausgabe bon Quthers Werten, 30, IIT, 110 ff., ein 
aa . briefliden Mitteilungen von Guther und andern in der St. &. Wusg. 17, 
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Wir aber wollen der Vater Erbe bewahren und gur Scharfung des 
Iutherifden Gewwifjens uns vorfiihren, wie gewaltig Luther gu Marburg 
das Sdriftpringip behauptete und den fich gewaltig regenden Unionis- 
mus gu Boden trat. 

Luther ftand auf dem Sehriftpringip. Und er behauptete feine 
Stellung, oder vielmehr, das Pringip der alleinigen Wutoritat hatte 
Ruther ergriffen und ihn gu einer ehernen Mauer gemadt. Er hatte 
bor dem Gejprach gefchrieben: ,Das befenne id, wo D. Carljtadt oder 
jemand anders bor fiinf Zahren mid hatte mocht’ beridten, dak im 
Saframent nichts denn Brot und Wein tare, der hatte mir einen groken 
Dienjt getan. Bh habe wohl fo harte Anfedtung da erlitten und 
mich gerungen und getwunden, dak id) gerne heraus getwefen tare... . 
Aber ich bin gefangen, fann nicht heraus: der Text ijt gu getwaltig da 
und will fich mit Worten nicht laffen aus dem Ginn reigen.” (St. g. 
15, 2050.) Biwinglis Theologie war anderer Art. Er liek die Ver- 
nunft in die Schrift dreinreden. Das geben die Reformierten ju, 
mande recht bereitwillig. ,€3 fann nicht geleugnet werden, dah 
Bwingli der Vernunft mehr Rechte einraumte als Luther, . . . dak er 
freier im Gebiet der Religion forjdte, abjchaffte und einrichtete und 
DeShalb in feiner Beit fajt ein Reprafentant der rationalijtijden Rid- 
tung genannt werden finnte.” (2. 3. RK. Schmitt, Das Religionsgefprad 
gu Marburg, 1840, S.2.) “Luther’s disposition to divorce faith and 
reason clashed with Zwingli’s tendency to harmonize them as much 
as possible.” (J. Mackinnon, Luther and the Reformation, Edin- 
burgh, 1929.. The Marburg Conference, S. 318 ff.) 3u Marburg gab 
denn aud Biwingli die Parole aus: ,,Gott gibt rnd nicht folde unbe- 
gteiflide Dinge vor. Nihil esse credendum, quod ratione compre- 
hendi nequeat, quia Deus nobis non proponat incomprehensibilia.“ 
(St. 2. 17, 1948; Baier I, 82; cf. Walther Kohler, Das Marburger 
Religionsgefprad. Verfuch einer Refonjtruftion, 1929, ©.15.) 
fuchte Luther gur Preisgebung de SchriftpringipS gu betwegen. Und 
der Rampf war fein Rinderfpiel. Biwinglis Rampfgenofje war Luthers 
Sleijh. Sh bin leider allgu geneigt dagu, foviel id) meinen Wdam 
fpitre.” (15, 2050.) Aber Luther ftand feft. Er fprach gu Ptarburg: 
ngene Worte Das ijt mein Leib‘ Halten mich gefangen“, und einige 
Monate fpater fcrieb er an den Landgrafen: ,,Darum wollte ich wabr- 
lich wweder aus Hak nod Hochmut ihnen miderjtehen, fondern ihre Lehre 
langft haben angenommen. Das wei Gott, mein HErr, two fie der- 
felbigen fonnten Grund angeigen. Auf das aber, darauf fie jteben, 
fann ich mein Getvifjen nicht feben.” (17, 1963.) 

Gewaltig macte nun Luther die Autoritat der Sehrift geltend. 
Whe Vernunftargumente der Schweiger, dak namlid die Sade unmig- 
lich, unndtig, Gotte3 untwiirdig fei, gerfdellten an der eifernen Mauer: 
»&8 ftebt gefdhrieben!” Luther ftellte gleid) gu Anfang de3 eigentliden 
Gejprads died als fein Programm auf: ,,Gure Fundamente find 
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diefe: Bhr wollet fchliiplich beweifen: Cin Leib fann nicht an giwei 
Orten fein, und bringet Argumente bom unbegrengten Leib vor. hr 
weifet auf die natiirlice Vernunft. Yeh frage nicht danach, wie Chrijtus 
Gott und Menfd fet und jene Naturen verbunden werden fonnten; 
denn Gott bermag mehr als unfere Gedanfen. Dem Worte Gotte3s muk 
man tweidjen. Betveifet ihr, dag Chrijti Leib nicht da fei, two das Wort 
fagt: ,Das ijt mein Leib‘! Vernunft will ich nicht Hiren. Fleifchlicde 
Vetweife, geometrijde Wrgumente beriverfe ich ganglicd, wie etwa: ,Cin 
Vier fan nit ein Tor faffen, ein loch fiir ein Finger ein Rap. (Ginn 
wabr{deinlid: Cine Tir fann nicht ein Tor, ein Loch fiir einen Finger 
einen Pfabhl nicht faffen. Luther bringt hier einige der fchmweigerifmen 
argumenta de infinito corpore.) Gott ijt iiber alle Mathematif, und 
Die Worte Gottes find ftaunend angubeten und gu tun. Gott aber ge- 
bietet: ,Nehmet, effet; das ijt mein Leib. Yeh bitte alfo um ,ein 
beftendige Vetweifung‘’ aus Heiliger Schrift. (Luther fchreibt mit Kreide 
die Worte auf den Tijd: ,Das ijt mein Leib‘ und deckt die Gammetdece 
Dariiber.)” (W. Kohler, S.9.) Luther hielt Wort. Bmmer wieder 
mug D' Aubigné hinfdreiben: “Luther: I care little about mathe- 
matics. ... But Luther still replied: It is written, ‘This is My 
body.’ ” Und Kohler: ,Ofolampad: Yeder RKorper fann nur an einem 
Ort fein, umgrengt. Luther: Mathematifde Haarfpaltereien twill id 
hier nicht horen.... Bwingli: Chrifti Leib ijt an einem Ort und 
fann nicht an bielen Orten fein. Luther: Gott ijt iiber alle Mathe- 
matif; Cbhrijtus fann feinen Leib ohne Ort wie an einem Ort 
halten.... Bwingli: Bch bitte, beweijt, dak Chrijti Leib an vielen 
Orten fein fonne. Luther: ,Das ijt mein Leib.’ Bwingli: Wir be- 
haupten, e3 fet unmdglid, dak Gott uns gebdte, fein Fleifch leiblicd 
gu efjen. ... Da miindlic) der Leib gegefjen werden folle, toundert 
mich an Ddiefer Rede gar fehr. Wenn er da ift, fo ijt er nicht gur 
Rroftung des Leibes da, fondern der Geele. Wie finnte er Disparate 
bereinigen? uther: .. . Bch disputiere nidt ums ijt’, fondern bin 
gufrieden, dak Chriftus eS fagt. Da fann der Teufel nicht fiir. Yh 
. Will die Worte ,eingeleimt haben‘ nicht in meine Getwalt, fondern in die 
Gewalt und das GebheifR Chrifti.” (Kohler — wie immer, two feine 
andere Quelle angegeben ift.) 


GSodann operierten die Schweiger mit der vorgeblidjen Biwedlofigz 
feit de8 miindliden Effen3. ,Ofolampad: Wenn wir das geiftlide 
Niefen haben, twas bedarf’s des leibliden? Luther: Das geiftlide 
Efjen leugnen wir feinesiveg3, ja wir lehren und glauben allenthalben, 
dag e3 notiwendig fet; aber dadurdh fann nidjt betwiefen werden, dak da3 
leiblidie unniig oder nicht notwenbdig fei. Danach forfde id) nicht, ob 
e notwendig fet oder nidt; dagu find mir nidt da. 8 fteht ge- 
{drieben: Mehmet, effet; das ift mein Leib‘, alfo muh man e3 allerdinge 
tun und glauben. Man muff e3 tun, man muf e3 tun! ... Auf 
vielerlei Urt gibt er fic) uns: in der Predigt, in der Taufe, fooft ein 
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Gruder Trojtes bedarf, im Saframent. ... Der Knecht grisble nicht 
iiber den Willen feines HErrn. Man muk die Augen fdlieBen.” 3 
twar died ja ein ,,freundlid), undisputierlic&h Gejprad”, fonft hatte Luther 
borgelefen, tas er bor einigen Jahren gefdrieben hatte: ,,Das ijt die 
andere greulicje Lafterung Sfolampads. Denn wer da fragt, mogu es 
notig fei, mas Gott redet und tut, der will ja iiber Gott hin, Hiiger und 
beffer denn Gott fein. Das ijt der recht Miingerifde Geift.” (20, 
881.) ,G8 find gtween Griinde ihres Yrrtums: eines, dab [e3] bei 
der Vernunft faft ungefdict Ding fet; der andere, daB unndtig fei, 
Chrijti Leib und Blut im Brot und Wein gu fein, das ijt absurditas et 
nulla necessitas. Diefe aivet Stiide haben fie gefakt und find alfo aus 
Anfedhtung de3 Satans durdgegangen, wie OL durchs Gebeine geht, 
Pj. 109,18, dah fie der nidjt mogen los werden.“ (20, 580.) 
Drittens, die Sache fet Chrifti, Gottes, nidt wiirdig. “Oecolam- 
padius: There is danger in attributing too much to matter. Luther: 
Everything that God commands becomes spirit and life. If it be by 
the Lord’s order that we lift up a straw, in that very action we per- 
form a spiritual work.... God commands; let the world obey! And 
let us altogether fall down and humbly kiss the Word.” (D’Yubigné.) 
Und furgz darauf, Bwingli gegeniiber: ,Wenn Gott faulapfel, Hirbel‘ 
mir borjeben tiirde, fo miirde ich fie geiftlich efjen auf Grund ferred 
Worts.” Bwingli fpann daS rationalijtijhe Argument weiter: ,,Stei- 
gere das nod gu dem Widerjinn, dak Gottlofe das tun, den Leib Chrifti 
herborbringen.” Go hatte ja Sfolampad friiher gefdjrieben, ,,e8 miiffe 
ja ein fener Konig de3 HErrn fein, der feinen Leib auf dem Altar, 
auc bon gottlofen Buben, fo lajfe hin und her merfen“. (20, 816.) 
»Ruther: ... Das Wort Gottes ijt wirkungsfraftig und wabhr, einerlet 
bon twem e8 gefproden wird, Matth. 23,277.” Was die Zminglianer 
hier eigentlich) plagte, war ihre fpiritualiftijde, Miingerijhe Geijtes- 
ridtung: Gott finne dem ,,Geijt”, und gar dem ,,Geijte“ im Men- 
fen, nicht gumuten, mittels folder geringen duferliden Mittel mit 
Gott gu handeln. “Zwingli: The soul is fed with the Spirit, not with 
flesh.” (Gchaff, S.641.) Gie hielten dDarum auch nicht biel bon dem 
gefdriebenen Wort. ,,8wingli: Luther redet nicht bom inneren Wort, 
das uns den Willen Gottes erfchlieBe, fondern bom auferen”, und 
»Otolampad: E38 gibt einen giweifaden Sinn der Worte Gottes; der 
eine ijt gering und fleijdlid, der andere gar hod) und geijftli®”. Ya, 
er berftieg fich gar gu der Ausfage: ,Gangt nicht fo fehr an der Menjd- 
Heit und am Fleifhe Chrifti, fondern erhebt den Sinn gur Gottheit 
Chrifti”, worauf Luther erflarte: ,,3ch weik von feinem Gott, denn der 
Menfeh getworden ijt; fo will id feinen andern aud haben.” — Was die 
Gegner auc) vorbradten, Luther blieb bei fetnem Ultimatum. ,,Tum 
Lutherus testamenti verba proposuit: Hoe est corpus meum, eaque 
Germanice sic reddens: Meine allerliebjten Gerren, dieweil der Text 
meines HErrn YEfu Chriftt allda ftehet Hoc est corpus meum (Matth. 
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26,26), fo fan ich warlich nitt fiiriiber, fondern mus befennen und 
glauben, dad der Leib Chrijti da fei.” (Anonymus, Schirrmader, Briefe 
und Witen, S.15; W.%., S.137. Kohler, S. 31. 105.) 

Luther machte das Sechriftpringip geltend. Was heift das? Die 
Reformierten beriefen fich doch auch auf die Schrift! Aber Tichacert 
(Die Entftehung der luth. u. ref. Kirchenlehre, S. 236) fagt gutreffend: 
Wohl tar man beiderfeits einig in dem PRringip, dak iiber Bulajfigfeit 
und Notwendigfeit einer Lehre nur ihre Schrifigemapheit gu ent{cheiden 
habe; aber da man praftijcdh die Schriftgemapheit verfchieden handhabte, 
fo gelangte man gu feiner BVerjtandigung.“” Das Schriftpringip herrfcht 
nur da, two man 1. mit Luther die Stellen der Schrift reden lagt, 
Die bon Dex Sache handeln. Wenn die Schweizer fic) auch Hundertmal 
auf oh. 6 beriefen, fo trieben fie feine Schrifttheologie. itber Yoh. 6 
fpater mehr. 2. Quther madte die flare AWusfage de Tertes geltend. 
Die war ihm Vetweis genug. ALS Schriftiheolog tweigerte er fic, fiir 
eine flare Sdchriftausfage weitere Beweife beigubringen. Wunderlicher- 
weife nannten die Reformierten das eine petitio principii. Allerdings 
ijt Das ein bofer Fehler, tenn jemand feine Sache durch feine bloke 
Behauptung ertweifen twill oder cine uneriviefene Sache als ertviefen hin- 
ftellt. Wher das ijt die rechte Schrifttheologie, dak man die blopBe Bez 
hauptung der Schrift als den ftarfiten, als den eingigen Betweis anz 
fibrt. ,3wingli: Wuch wir bitten, Bhr miget Gott die Chre geben 
und bon der petitio principii Iaffen. €3 handelt fich Darum: two bleibt 
der Velweis fiir Cure Behauptung?”“ Und jpater: ,Luther: ,Gott 
geb’, er fey in loco oder nicht’, da8 iiberlaffe ich Gott. Mir geniigt 
Das ijt mein Leib. Bwingli: Das ijt eine petitio principii. Go 
fonnte ein GStreithammel fagen: Yohannes tar Maria Sohn, denn 
Chrijtus fagte: ,Siehe, das ift dein Sohn’ (Yoh. 19, 26); er fonnte 
fich dDarauf verfteifen: ,Siehe, dad ijt dein Sohn‘, ,fiehe, das ijt dein 
Sohn’. Luther: Yhr befcdhuldigt mich der petitio principii und braucht 
fie jelbjt! Wir ftellen feine petitio principii auf; jeder Glauben3z- 
artifel ift fic felbft Pringip und bedarf nicht des Vetweifes 
durd) einen andern.“ Wer Sehrifttheolog werden will, foll ja diefen 
furgen, dDurd) Sperrdrucé herborgehobenen Sab ftudieren. (Wie plump 
die Schweiger felbjt die geriigte petitio principii braudten, foll fpater 
Dargelegt werden.) — Luther legte felbjtverftandlic) hiebet dar, dak die 
Schrift felber e3 verbietet, unter dem ,,Sohn” Yoh. 19, 26 den leiblicen 
Sohn Marias gu verftehen. Uber hier ijt der Tropus nicht bewiefen: 
Das ift mein Leib.\” 3. Dem Sdhrifttheologen ijt eine eingige Stelle 
geniigend. Gr erbietet fic, mit einem eingigen, fleinen, furgen Gotte3- 
hort den Teufel gu fallen. Ofiander beridtet: ,Da hub Luther die 
Sammaten dec auff ond gaiget Ym den fpruch, da8 ijt mein Teyb und 
fpradj: Wlhie fteet bnnfer feryfft. Die habt Yr wonns nod nidt 
abgedrungen, wie Yr Euch erpotten abt; wir diirffen faine3 anndern. 
Bwingli fraget, ob e8 doch fonn{t fain fehrbfft, argument oder zeugtnuk 
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AWntwurtet Luther, ich hab nod twol anndere, 
wie Sr Hiren werdet, ann Jr mir bor diefe abgetwynnt, dann twas ging 
mich nit an, das ich ain gewif wort gotte3s, das mir nymandt abbdringen 
fan, jelb3 faren lieR bund nad ainem anndern bmijehe, jtiirkt mir dad 
umb, dDarnach werdt Sa wol horen, twas Sch wehtter fiir Argument hab.“ 
(W. UW., ©.147.) 4. Der Sehrifttheolog geht mit feinem Wort, feiner 
GSilbe itber die Hare Uusfage des Textes hinaus und fiimmert fic nidt 
um die Sdlupfolgerungen, auf die der Vernunfttheolog allerlet Argu- 
mente aufbaut. ,uther: Bch mu befennen und glauben, dak der 
Leib Chrifti da fet. Biwingli (jofort aufipringend): Wljo fet Bhr, Herr 
Dofttor, Chrifti Leib raumlich im AWbendmahl. Bhr fagt ja, ,der Leib 
Chrijti mu da fein, da, da.‘ Da — das ift ficherlich ein Wdverb de3 
Raums. Luther: Bch habe einfach Chrijti Worte angefiihrt und mid 
folder Fangfdlifje nicdt verfehen. ... Die Worte lauten: Das‘, 
nicht ,da‘, ijt mein Leib.” Und borher: ,,Gott ijt itber alle Mathematitf. 
Chrijtus fann feinen Leib ohne Ort wie an einem Ort halten. Cr ijt 
im Abendmabhl nicht wie an einem Ort.” Und fpater, ,Bmingli: Die 
Sehriftitellen miijfen verglicen und durch fich felbft gepriift werden. 
Gagt, ijt der Leib an einem Ort? WBreng: Er ijt fret bom Orte. 
Luther: Beh gebe gu, dak Chrifti Leib nicht gleicdhfam raumlich an einem 
Orte fei.“ 

5. Man darf nicht unter Verufung auf den Grundfab, dak die 
Schrift fich felbft auslegt, die Schrift durch Schrift befeitigen. ,,Biwingli: 
Gott feqgt uns auch nichts Unbegreifliches bor, wenn wir das Wort 
Gottes durch fich felbjt erflaren wollen. Wenn daher eine Stelle uns 
nicht flar wird, fo mitjjen tir fie mit andern AWusfpriidhen vergleichen 
und fo ihren Ginn gu erforjdjen fucjen.” (Sagenbad, I, 312.) Worerjt 
fet Darauf hingeiviefen, dak bet diefer Mtethode nichts von der Heiligen 
Sdrift ibrigbleibt. Brgendeine Stelle wird fiir unflar erflart. Darum 
twird eine andere, flare Stelle herbeigegogen. Aber der Gegner erflart 
nun feinerfeit3 diefe gtweite Stelle fiir unflar. Der dritten ergeht ec 
ebenjo uftv. Geben wir uns fodann die Methode felber an: ein der 
Vernunft unflares Wort der Schrift wird erflart durch ein anderes 
Wort, das erjt durd die Vernunft ,erflart” tworden ijt. Go twollte man 
den Sinn der Cinfebungsiworte befeitigen durch das Wort oh. 6, 63. 
Man rafonierte: Das Fleifd ijt fein nike. AWlfo ift das Fleifch Chrifti 
fein niibe. Alfo ware der Leib Chriftt im Whendmabh!l fein nithe. Wlfo 
ijt Chrijti Leib nicht gegenwartig. Man berief fich weiter auf die 
Stellen, die von Chrifti Himmelfahrt reden, und ahnlide. Auch diefe 
Stellen find far, ebenfo flar wie die Cinfebungsworte. Aber damit 
Der giwinglifde Biwed, die CinfebungSiworte gu befeitigen, erreidt twerbde, 
befeitigte er erjt ihren flaren Ginn. Da der gen Himmel gefahrene 
SEjus alles erfiillt, dak er durch die perfinlice Vereinigung, die Nite 
teilung der Cigenfdaften, nach der menfdliden Natur allgegentwartig 
ijt, ijt Har ausgefagt. Wber die gwinglifche Regel: Finitum non 
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est capax infiniti verbietet die Annahme der flaren Schriftausjage. 
Bwingli berief fich auch im Gefprad auf diefe Regel. “Zwingli reasoned: 
Christ ascended to heaven, therefore He cannot be on earth with His 
body. A body is circumscribed and cannot be in several places at 
once.” (SGchaff, S.642.) ,3tvingli: Christus est finitus, ut nos finiti 
sumus.“ (edio3 Relation.) Luther hatte das ertwartet und darum 
gleich gu Wnfang erflart: ,3ch frage nicht dDanacdh, wie Chrijtus Gott 
und Menfd fet und jene Naturen verbunden twerden fonnten; denn 
Gott bermag mehr als unfere Gedanfen.“ Nun aber argumentierten die 
Sdhiweizer fo: Weil nad der Schrift Chrijtus im Himmel ijt, fo ijt er 
nad) unjerer Vernunft da raumlich eingefdhloffen, und das flare Wort 
Das ift mein Leib” heipt: Das ijt nicht mein Leib. Luther lLieR fich 
nicht auf jolde Cregefe ein, ebenjotwenig wie Chrijtus, der fich nicht 
eine flare Stelle Durch des TeufelS Berufung auf eine andere Stelle 
nehmen lieR. ,Ofolampad: .. . Wir wollen doch mit Hellen Sinnen 
un3 in der Schrift umtun und Stelle mit Stelle vergleichen. Go-macht 
e3 Wuguftin. Bch bleibe bet dem, was ich gefagt habe. Luther: Und 
id) bleibe bei meinem Tert.” 

6. Das Schriftpringip fordert jcdhlieflid, dak man, anjtatt eine 
Schrift durch die andere gu befeitigen, jede Schriftitelle und Schriftlehre 
annimmt. Der Rernunfttheolog reimt, aber Luther fpricht: Bch bez 
fenne mic) gu Chriftus im Himmel, befenne mid aber auch gu Chrijtus 
im Gaframent. Jd will an jenen Worten hangen, dak Chrijtus im 
Himmel und im Whendmabh!l fei. Was gegen die Natur ijt, fiimmert mid 
nit, wenn e3 nur nicht gegen den Glauben ijt... . Wenn ihr das 
Sleifch fiir unniig Haltet, fo miget ihr das meinethalben tun; ir 
ftiiken un3 auf Gottes Wort. Das Wort aber fagt: erjtlich, dak 
Chrijtus einen Leib habe — das glaube id; jodann, dak eben Ddiefer 
Leib aufgeftiegen fei gen Himmel und zur Rechten des Vaters fike — 
aud da glaube ich. €3 fagt meiter, Da eben diefer Leib im WAbend- 
mabl fei und un3 gu effen gegeben twerde — auch da8 glaube ich; denn 
mein HErr FEfus Chrijtus fann das leicht tun, wenn er mill, und dah 
er e8 twill, begeugt er in feinen Worten; bet denen will ich beharrlid 
bleiben, bis er felbft durch fein eigenes Wort etwas anderes fagt.” 

Cine foldhe Weije der Schriftauslequng gefallt den Reformierten 
gar nicht. Wir geben eine fleine Wuslefe aus den gegen Luther erz 
hobenen Bortviirfen und Bejdhuldigungen, einmal um bdargutun, wie 
wenig diefe Leute das Sehriftpringip berjtehen, fodann uns gum Croft, 
enn uns dergleiden twiderfahrt. Luthers Hangen am Lert ,,verdrof 
die Widerfader, und fie nannten e8 faft im Untwillen eine petitio 
principii“. (Yonas, St. 2. 17, 1951.) Wir horten Bwingli das wieder- 
holt ausfprecjen. Serner: ,,3wingli: Gin Prajudiz, ein Vorurteil, ift’s, 
ba D. Luther bon feiner Meinung nicht mweiden will. Cr will niet 
Weiden, wenn nidjt eine Stelle angefiihrt wird, die betweife, dak bon 
einer Figur des Leibes im Nadhtmahl die Rede ijt. CE ijt bad Prajudig 
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Der Reber. . . .“ ,Btwingli fing hierauf an gu reden und bertivies 
borerft D. Quther, dak er gerade im Unfange erflare, ,er wolle von 
feiner gefakten Meinung nicht weiden‘; damit berjdhlieBe er ja allem 
Berichte aus Gottes Wort die Tiire.” (Schmitt, S.107.) Damit gollt 
er Luther das hidhjte Lob. C3 war ein chrijtlides Prajudizg. Cbhenjo 
Hagenbach, III, 460; da wird Luthers ,,findifche Disputiermode” fo 
befdjrieben: ,€r Holte dann feine berithmt getwordene Kreide aus der 
Tajdhe und fdjrieb die Worte Das ijt mein Leib‘ auf den Tifeh und 
tat im Grunde nichts weiteres, als diefelben beftandig gu wiederholen.“ 
Von Rommel (Phil. der Grokmiitige, I, 251f.) ijt gang auger fic: 
/Sergebens febten Ziwingli und Sfolampad feiner buchjtabliden, will- 
fiirliden Crflarung das Beugnis der Heiligen Schrift (Yoh. 6), die 
Analogie und den Zujammenhang diefer und anderer Sehriftitellen, den 
Widerfpruch der Vernunft gegen eine taufendfaltige Ortlichfeit des Veibes 
Chrifti und die Bedeutung der Saframente (al3 heiliger und bildlider 
Beidhen) entgegen. ... Luther fcdhlug jeden Wusfpruch deS gefunden 
Menfdenverjtandes mit der Unbegreiflicfeit der gdttlicjen Macht du- 
nieder.“ Man meint fajt, ein Lutheraner hatte das gefchrieben. 
Ebrard (zitiert in Hagenbad I, 318) lakt die Berufung auf Gottes 
Wort nicht als Beweis gelten: ,Da3 fonnte Luther Mannern gumuten, 
bon deren Argumenten er nicht ein eingziges widerlegt, deren Griinden 
er fich unaufhirlich durch einen groben Birfelfchlug entgogen hatte.“ 
Auch Lindfay (A History of the Reformation, I, 358) fann fic nicht 
guredhtfinden: “Luther’s theory depends on a questionable medieval 
idea of ubiquity and Zwingli’s on a somewhat shallow exegesis.” 
Das lebtere ftimmt. Aber nicht das erftere. Luther hat nicht das 
Mittelalter, fondern die Schrift gitiert. Und wenn Lindfat fortfahrt: 
“Luther began by saying: ‘I take these words literally; if any one 
does not, I shall not argue, but contradict”, fo abnt er nidjt, dag 
Luther da im Ginne der Schrift handelte, die uns antweijt, mit den 
falfden Lehrern nicht gu argumentieren, fondern ihnen das flare Gottes- 
twort borgubalten. Und man wird immer griber. Yn Hagenbach, IT, 
349 f., wird bon ,,de3 Doftors Autoritats- und Buchitabenverjtocdtheit” 
geredet und bedauert, ,daR der Heros der Reformation fich bei einer 
fo feierliden und widtigen Gelegenheit ebenfo fdwach in der fonjt fo 
madtig ifm gu Gebote ftehenden Disputierfunft als banaufifd in der 
Form, ebenfo unguganglid eigenfinnig als unebangelifd leidenfdaftlid 
gegzeigt hat”. Sa, eine Art ,,Satan hatte ihm gewif auch bei diefer 
Gelegenheit madtig gugefebt”. Cbrard weik noch etwas Schlimmeres 
an dem GSchrifttheologen ausgufegen: ,uther fam nicht mit dem 
Betwuftiein, ein irrtumsfabhiger, in der Earften und beftgemeinten Er- 
fenntni3 immer noch befdranfter Menfdh gu fein, fondern er fam mit 
dem Bewuftjein der Yrrtumslofigkeit und Ynfallibilitat; er fam in 
einer nidt twegguleugnenden fubtilen Gelbftbergotterung.” 
(Sperrdrud bei Hagenbad I, 306.) D’Aubignés Beitrag hiergu ijt: 
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“There was no reason, in fact, for prolonging the conference. ‘As 
Luther was of an intractable and imperious disposition,’ says even 
his great apologist Seckendorf, ‘he did not cease from calling upon 
the Swiss to submit simply to his opinion.’”2) MQMacfinnon urteilt 
iiber Quther3 Handlungsweife fo: “Although Luther had stoutly denied 
the right of the Romanists to make of transubstantiation an article 
of faith, he insisted on their [the Reformed] accepting his own view 
of the real presence, which was little less irrational, as an essential 
of the Gospel.” 8. Robler verfahrt durdaus jadhgemag, nur dak er 
©. 105 fdreibt: ,,Die nun folgende touchtige Antwort Luthers hat bei 
Ofiander und Anonymus gemeinjfam die Verjteifung auf die Cin- 
febungStworte.” Wir danfen Gott, dag Luther fich auf den Tert ver- 
fteift hatte! ,Meine allerliebften Herren, dieweil der Text meines 
Herrn Sheju Chrifti alda ftehet: Hoc est corpus meum (Patth. 26, 26), 
fo fan ich toarlich nitt fiiruber.“ Th. Engelder. 
(Fortfekung folgt.) 
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Does the Bible Claim Infallible Authority for 
All Its Parts? 


It is most heartening to the Bible Christian to see what flimsy 
arguments modern theology employs to justify its rejection of the 
Bible as the supreme authority. A paragraph in C. H. Dodd’s book 
The Authority of the Bible, p.15, may serve as an example. This 
spokesman of modern theology has well served the cause of the 
Bible by penning these words : — 

“The Bible itself does not make any claim to infallible 





2) Diefe Worte finden fich allerdings in Sedendorf; nur find e§ Worte des 
Sefuiten Maimbourg, deffen Schrift Sedendorf widerlegt. Seine eigenen Worte 
find: ,€nbdlic) fann Quthern ,eine unbeugfame und gebieterifde Gefinnungsart‘ 
nidt ohne Verleumbdung vorgetworfen werden, wenn man nicht betweift, dak er nidt 
um deS Gewwiffen8 und der Wahrheit, fondern um feiner Meinung und feines 
Anfehens willen einen fo grofen BVorteil, al8 man von der Vereinigung hoffte, 
ausgefdlagen habe. (Lutheraner 3, 138.) Diefelbe Berufung auf Sedendorf 
findet fic) in Hagenbad) 1,319. Hat Chriftoffel von D’Aubigné abgefdrieben, ohne 
nadzupriifen? Und hat D’Aubigné von jemand ander8 abgefdrieben oder in 
Secendorf allgu oberflachlic) gelefen? ES gefdehen auf diefem Gebiet fonderbare 
Dinge. Der Methodift Naft, mit dem Walther e8 hier gu tun hatte, hat nun auc 
DAubigné oberflachlid) gelefen. “Luther: All the other Fathers are on our 
side. Oecolampadius: Name these doctors. Luther: We will not name 
them to you.” Darau8 madt nun Naft die’, dak Luther feinen Kircenvater 
hat nennen finnen. (Lutheraner 3,138.) DAubigné nennt als feinen Ge- 
wihrsmann Scultetus. Nady W. Kihler (S. 34) hat Luther einen Kirchenvater 
genannt. Nad dem Gefpric) wurde dem Landgrafen eine ganze Lifte gugeftellt. 
Ullerdings wollte Luther nidt viel Beit auf die Kirchendater verwenden. Dar- 
itber {pater mehr. 
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authority for all its parts. (Note 1: The most downright claims 
to infallibility are made by the apocalyptists, as, for example, in 
the New Testament Revelation [see 22, 6.16. 18.19], a book which 
some of the wisest thinkers of the early Church wished to exclude 
from the canon and which, as a whole, is subchristian in tone 
and outlook. The oft-quoted passage 2 Tim. 3,16 is probably to 
be rendered: ‘Every inspired Scripture is also profitable’; .. . 
but whether this or the Authorized Version’s rendering is taken, 
the passage leaves open the question whether inspired Scripture is 
infallible. That it is profitable, no one would deny. The other 
passage commonly quoted in this connection, 2 Pet. 1, 21, does 
seem to deny the human element in prophecy and so perhaps by 
implication claims infallibility for it, though not necessarily for 
the entire canon. Neither passage claims the rank of inspired 
Scripture for the writing in which it occurs or defines the works 
to which it attributes inspiration.) On the contrary, some of its 
greatest writers contemplate the possibility that they may be mis- 
taken or even confess that in some points they have been mistaken. 
Isaiah corrected his first sweeping predictions of complete dis- 
aster in favor of a faithful ‘remnant.’ (Note 2: Is.6,11 [about 
740 B. C.], 30,19; 31,4—9 [about 702 B.C.].) Jeremiah found 
his expectations in several points falsified and at one time won- 
dered if he had really been deceived. (Note 3: Jer. 20,7. He had 
apparently predicted that the Scythian raid of about 626 B. C. 
would bring disaster upon Judah [4], and ‘it is certain that Jere- 
miah was left in the end with a considerable margin of unfulfilled 
predictions on his hands.’ [J. Skinner, Prophecy and Religion, 
p-45.] He also seems to have changed his mind about Josiah’s 
reformation between 11, 1—8 and [the later] 8, 7. 8.) Ezekiel 
withdrew his forecast of the fall of Tyre. (Note 4: Ezek. 26—28 
[586 B. C.], 29,18 [568 B.C.].) Paul sometimes claims to speak 
the word of the Lord, but at other times ‘gives his opinion’ quite 
tentatively. (Note 5: 1 Cor. 7%, 8.10.12. 25.) .. .” 

The argument consists of twelve statements, each one of them 
a mere assertion, the two leading assertions being buttressed by 
a series of other mere assertions. The argument carries weight 
only with such as are unacquainted with the Bible or are deter- 
mined to attach weight to such a line of argument. 

Statement No.1: “The Bible itself does not make any claim 
to infallible authority for all its parts.” The point at issue is not 
what our attitude must be over against this claim, but whether the 
Bible makes such a claim. It does so in the passages discussed in 
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Note 1. But these are by no means the only passages. John 10, 35 
should also have been noticed: “The Scripture cannot be broken.” 
There can be no more downright claim to infallibility than this 
declaration of Jesus Himself concerning the Bible. The Bereans 
based their faith on the teachings of the Bible, Acts 17,11, and 
are commended for that by the inspired writer. St. Paul, too, 
appealed to the Bible as the infallible authority: “according to 
the Scriptures,” 1 Cor. 15,3.4. And Satan himself dropped the 
ease when confronted by the unanswerable argument: “It is writ- 
ten,” Matt. 4,4.7.10. Nor can this claim to infallible authority 
be restricted to the Old Testament. The principle laid down by 
Jesus “The Scripture cannot be broken” applies to the New Testa- 
ment also. The New Testament is “Scripture,” the authoritative 
Word of God, as well as the Book of Psalms, from which Jesus was 
quoting. The words of the apostles are placed on a level with the 
words of the prophets, 1 Pet.1,10—12. “The words of the holy 
prophets” and “the commandment of us, the apostles of the Lord 
and Savior,” are of equally binding force, 2 Pet. 3, 2. Jesus 
demands that the principle “The Scripture cannot be broken” be 
applied to His own words, John 8, 31, and to the words of the 
apostles. “I have given them Thy Word,” John 17,14. St. Paul 
presents his writings to us as the words of Jesus, 2 Cor. 13, 3, and 
claims most downrightly infallible authority for what he spoke and 
wrote. “The things that I write unto you are the commandments 
of the Lord,” 1 Cor. 14, 37. He insists in the most forcible manner 
on their instant, unqualified acceptance, Gal. 1,8. But we are 
wasting time. Professor Dodd readily admits that what must be 
granted to the prophets must be granted to Paul: “In Paul and 
the unknown author of the fourth gospel we recognize types of 
religious genius of the same high order as the prophets themselves” 
(p.27). Not to waste any more time, we shall simply refer again 
to the passages quoted from Peter and to John 17, 14, we shall 
insist that Scripture does not countenance the distinction made 
between “Paul and the unknown author of the fourth gospel” and 
the other sacred writers, and declare that the word spoken by 
Christ and His apostles shall judge him in the Last Day that re- 
ceiveth not these words, John 12, 48. 

Does the Bible claim infallible authority? Well, does the 
Bible claim to be the Word of God? If it claims to be the very 
Word of God, it claims infallible authority. We are agreed on 
that. Professor Dodd will make xo objection to the statement: 
“God certainly is the Author of truth; if He has spoken, His 
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Word must possess absolute authority.” But the sacred writers 
present their writings to us as the very Word of God. The 
prophets declare: “Thus saith the Lord.” Therefore the apostle 
designates their books as “the oracles of God,” Rom. 3,2; and 
concerning his own words he declares: “When ye received the 
Word of God which ye heard of us, ye received it not as the word 
of men, but, as it is in truth, the Word of God,” 1 Thess. 2, 13. 
Is the Word of God absolutely authoritative? “O earth, earth, 
earth, hear the word of the Lord. Thus saith the Lord,” Jer. 
22, 29. 30. 

And the Bible claims infallible authority for all its parts. 
In none of the passages just quoted is there a hint that certain 
exceptions must be noted. Take John 10, 35: “The Scripture 
cannot be broken.” ‘That is a universal statement. The argu- 
ment there hinges on a single word, “gods.” And by applying the 
principle of the infallible authority of Scripture in this connec- 
tion, Jesus ascribes infallibility to every single word of the Bible. 
On the supposition that certain portions of the Bible are un- 
reliable, Jesus would have had to qualify His statement very 
materially. He could have claimed at the most that a great part 
of Scripture cannot be broken. Besides, Scripture would be 
authoritative in none of its parts unless every single statement of 
the Bible were authoritatively marked as either authoritative or 
non-authoritative. Otherwise every statement would come under 
suspicion. 

Statement No.2: “Revelation as a whole is subchristian in 
tone and outlook.” This statement is meant to substantiate the 
leading assertion, No.1, by refuting our argument that Rev. 22, 
18. 19 claims infallibility and authority for itself and for the 
entire Bible. It does make that claim in no uncertain terms. 
Professor Dodd does not care to deny that in any way. He asks, 
however, that this testimony be thrown out of court. For he makes 
the assertion that Revelation as a whole is subchristian in tone 
and outlook. But that is a mere assertion. We shall content our- 
selves here with opposing to it the counter-assertion that Revela- 
tion is most Christian in tone and outlook. For we think that all 
will subscribe to the principle that the bare assertion of the most 
obscure writer carries fully as much weight as the bare assertion 
of the most renowned writer. That is really all the attention 
assertion No. 2 deserves at this stage. — Attention should also be 
called to the fact that others besides the “apocalyptists” make the 
same “most downright claims of infallibility.” There is Deut. 4, 2: 
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“Ye shall not add unto the Word which I command you, neither 
shall ye diminish aught from it.” And Deut. 12, 32. And 
Prov. 30,6. And Jesus, Matt. 5,18.19. That disposes of what- 
ever force the slur “apocalyptists” is supposed to carry. — We have 
no fault to find with the further statement “that some of the wisest 
thinkers of the early Church wished to exclude Revelation from the 
canon.” But the implication this statement is meant to convey 
is intolerably faulty. For Revelation was classified an antt- 
legomenon, not because of its contents, but solely and simply be- 
cause it was an antilegomenon. 

Statement No. 3: “The oft-quoted passage 2 Tim. 3, 16 leaves 
open the question whether inspired Scripture is infallible.” The 
question is not whether Scripture is inspired of God. That is 
admitted. Or does Professor Dodd really mean to delete “of God” ? 
He says that the passage is probably to be rendered: “Every in- 
spired Scripture is also profitable. . . .” We can hardly believe 
that he is accusing the Authorized Version and the Revised Version 
and James Moffatt’s version (“All Scripture is inspired by God and 
profitable for teaching,” etc.) of a mistranslation by retaining 
“God” in rendering dedmvevotoc. We shall assume that he in- 
advertently omitted “God” and meant to say: “Every God-inspired 
Scripture is also profitable.’ And we shall, of course, insist on 
the exact translation. It being, then, admitted that the passage 
declares that Scripture is inspired of God, the question is whether 
inspired, God-inspired, Scripture is infallible. And the declara- 
tion of the text does not leave that question open. Retaining the 
unmistakable, native meaning of the word, we have here the state- 
ment that the words of Scripture were breathed by God into the 
minds and mouths of the holy writers, that they received the 
words which go to make up Scripture from God, that Scripture 
is of a directly divine origin, that God spoke these words. This 
God-inspired word #edavevotos is a fine summary of the numerous 
passages which declare that the Lord spoke by the prophets, 
Matt. 1,22, that “the Spirit of the Lord spoke by me, and His 
Word was in my tongue,” 2 Sam. 23, 2, and “I have put My 
words in thy mouth,” Is. 51, 16. Since, then, Scripture is, through 
inspiration, the very Word of God, the matter is settled — it is 
infallible. The context also demands it. We could not be made 
wise unto salvation, Scripture would not be profitable for the 
saving doctrine, unless it were infallible. St. Paul is not minded 
to stake the salvation of Timothy on “the best religious thought 
of the age,” which may or may not express the divine truth. In 
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the matter of salvation we need an infallible guide. Such a guide 
is Scripture, which is given by inspiration of God. 

The only way to escape the plain meaning of our text is to 
give the word #edxvevotoc a different meaning. Professor Dodd 
proceeds to do that, as others have done before him. He stands 
for a species of the intuition theory of inspiration. He says on 
page 36 that there is no sense for us in speaking of these writings, 
because they are inspired, as “the Word of God.” “It is not their 
words that are inspired, it is the men who are inspired (p. 30). 
“He was persuaded of the truth intuitively” (p.81). Inspiration 
is the attribute of religious genius (p. 30); “it is the capacity to 
explore independently the regions of the spirit and to convince 
others of the reality of that which one has discovered” (p. 129). 
Most assuredly, if St. Paul had had such a thing in mind, the 
question whether inspired (better omit “of God”) Scripture is 
infallible would be left wide open. But we refuse to accept such 
a definition of inspiration. The text itself is too stubborn to submit 
to such twisting. For one thing, it speaks not of men, but of 
words, of Scripture, which consists of words, as being given by 
inspiration of God. Who ever heard of men being given by in- 
spiration, being God-breathed? If Scriptures may legitimately 
be subjected to such treatment, it is certainly not infallible, not 
even profitable. Who gave Professor Dodd the right to interpret 
Jer. 1,8.9: “Then the Lord touched my mouth. And the Lord 
said to me, Behold, I have put My words in thy mouth,” in this 
way: “We may readily suppose that the words and the touch on 
the lips were actual hallucinations” (p.79)? He may not sup- 
pose that. If he may and if he will, he is no longer letting the 
Bible speak for itself. But he had promised to do that: “The 
Bible itself does not make any claim,” etc. 

No. 4: “2 Pet. 1, 21 does seem to deny the human element in 
prophecy and so perhaps by implication claims infallibility for it.” 
“Seem” and “perhaps” must be striken out. The statement of 
St. Peter is too positive. There is no hint of a “perhaps” in it. 
The prophets spoke not their own, but God’s words, and their 
writings are therefore infallible. Besides, should not the fact that 
the Bible compels these men to admit that it seems to present the 
prophecy as the direct Word of God silence the enemies? “I am 
bound, I cannot escape it. The text stands there too mightily 
and will not let itself be wrested from the plain sense by argument.” 
(Luther, 15, 2050.) ; 

No.5. 2 Pet. 1,21 perhaps claims infallibility for prophecy, 
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“though not necessarily for the entire canon. Neither passage 
defines the works to which it attributes inspiration.” Both pas- 
sages exactly define and specify what writings are referred to. 
When St. Peter mentioned “the prophecy,” his readers knew that 
he referred to a certain book, knew as well as the hearers of 
Stephen what “the Book of the Prophets” (Acts 7,42) was. They 
also knew that the term covered the entire Old Testament canon. 
(See, for instance, Matt. 27, 35.) In fact, St. Peter uses the deter- 
minant “prophecy of the Scripture,’ v.20. And “Scripture,” as 
used here and 2 Tim. 3,16, designates not any kind of writing, 
but that Sacred Volume which in 2 Tim. 3,15 is specified as “the 
Holy Scriptures.” Timothy knew that this proper noun “Scripture” 
designated the volume made up of the writings of Moses, of the 
prophets, and of the psalms, Luke 24,44. But what of the “entire 
canon,” including the books of the New Testament? That is dis- 
posed of. On the strength of Bible statements we put the New 
Testament on an equal plan with the Old Testament, and Pro- 
fessor Dodd agreed at least in part. In view of this the question 
is of minor importance whether 2 Tim. 3,16 does not refer also 
to New Testament writings. James Orr so holds (Revelation and 
Inspiration, p.161. See 1Tim.5,18). Also Wohlenberg, also 


Chemnitz, (see Kretzmann, Pastoral Letters), also Fausset, and 
others. But certainly in 2 Pet. 3,16 Paul’s epistles are brought 
under the category of “Scripture.” (Stoeckhardt, Lehre und Wehre, 
32, 254. Orr, Revelation and Inspiration, 194. Fausset, Exposi- 
tor’s Greek New Testament.) And thus yeagy, yeagai, denotes 
the writings of the prophets and apostles, and we shall apply to 
the entire canon the 2doa yoagn Pedavevotoc. 


No. 6: “Neither passage claims the rank of inspired Scripture 
for the writing in which it occurs.” Right for once, literalis- 
tically. The statement is indeed affixed to none of these passages: 
“This epistle is inspired.” But the writings in which these pas- 
sages occur do claim the rank of inspired Scripture. 2 Pet.1,1: 
“Simon Peter, an apostle of Jesus Christ.” And compare 1 Pet. 
3,2; then 2 Tim.1,1: “Paul, an apostle of Jesus Christ.” And 
compare John 17,14; 1 Thess. 2, 13, ete. 


No. 7 is the second leading statement: “On the contrary, some 
of its greatest writers contemplate the possibility that they may be 
mistaken or even confess that in some points they have been mis- 
taken.” If this assertion can be substantiated, the statement of 
Jesus in John 10, 35 was much too sweeping, Ps. 119,160: “Thy 
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Word is true from the beginning” is dealing in hyperbole, Is. 34, 16: 
“No one of these shall fail” is an inexcusable exaggeration, and 
Heb. 1, 1: God at sundry times spoke by the prophets,” would 
mean that at sundry times God did not speak by the prophets. 
Again, what in that case would be the status of Isaiah and Jeremiah 
in the light of Deut. 18,22? No, every prediction of a prophet of 
the Lord must be fulfilled. It is impossible that God would depart 
from, of permit events to run counter to, the program He has 
fixed and revealed. “How, then, shall the Scriptures be fulfilled 
that thus it must be?” Matt. 26,54 and related passages. So we 
know from the start that another statement has been made that 
cannot be substantiated. But let us hear the supporting assertions. 

No. 8: “Isaiah corrected his first sweeping predictions of com- 
plete disaster in favor of a faithful ‘remnant.’” The passages 
quoted, Is.6,11; 30,19; 31,4—9, do not present the slightest 
difficulty to one who can and will distinguish between Israel as 
a nation and the spiritual Israel. And the “remnant” is distinctly 
mentioned and fully described already in connection with the first 
passage, in the next verse but one, 6,13. No, Isaiah had no need 
of writing a book of Retractationes. 

No.9. “Jeremiah found his expectations in several points 
falsified and at one time wondered if he had really been deceived.” 
Jer. 20, 7 is adduced as proof of it. We do not know what to make 
of this. We are loath to believe that a professor of New Testament 
Greek and exegesis at Oxford, a lecturer on the Septuagint, “one 
of the leading New Testament scholars in the English-speaking 
world” (publishers’ note), would offer Jer. 20,7 as proof that 
Jeremiah felt that he might have uttered unfulfilled predictions. 
He knows that, though the Authorized Version reads: “O Lord, 
Thou hast deceived me, and I was deceived,” the verb TAB does 
not mean deceive, but persuade, entice, and that the Revised 
Version therefore translates: “Thou hast persuaded me, and I was 
persuaded,” and Luther and James Moffatt: “Thou didst persuade 
me, and I let myself be persuaded.” Jeremiah is not speaking of 
unfulfilled predictions, but of the result, to him, of his faithful 
preaching, the mockery and persecution he is encountering. He 
had been expecting this when he was called, had hesitated, but the 
Lord prevailed and persuaded him. So this passage really proves 
that his expectations were not falsified, but verified. In what way, 
further, was Jeremiah, according to Professor Dodd, deceived by 
the Lord? “He had apparently predicted that the Scythian raid 
of about 626 B. C. would bring disaster upon Judah (IV).” But 
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no attempt is made to establish a connection between Jer. 20,7 and 
chap. 4. Furthermore, it cannot be established that chap. 4 refers 
to the Scythians. The “chariots” of v.13 stand in the way. Most 
interpreters find the Chaldean terror described. Finally the pre- 
diction of chap. 4 has been literally fulfilled: “The whole land is 
spoiled. The whole land shall be desolate.” — The second count: 
“He also seems to have changed his mind about Josiah’s reforma- 
tion between 11, 1—8 and (the later) 8, 7. 8.” Even if Jeremiah 
had had Josiah’s reformation in mind, even if the passages were 
transposed as demanded, no change of mind is in any way indi- 
cated. Please read the passages! The statements of Professor 
Dodd can impress only those who do not read the Bible or those 
who want to be deceived. — “It is certain that Jeremiah was left 
in the end with a considerable margin of unfulfilled prediction on 
his hands.” We presume that the two instances adduced make up 
the best he has to offer. 

No. 10. “Ezekiel withdrew his forecast of the fall of Tyre, 
Ezek. 26—28 (586 B. C.), 29, 18 (568 B. C.).” The alleged retrac- 
tion reads: “Nebuchadrezzar caused his army to serve a great ser- 
vice against Tyrus: every head was made bald, and every shoulder 
was peeled; yet had he no wages, nor his army, for Tyrus, for the 
service that he had served against it.” There is not a hint here 
that the prophet was mistaken in predicting in chaps. 26—28 the 
complete downfall of Tyre. In the first place, the prophecy has 
been fulfilled to the very letter. Tyre did become a place to spread 
nets upon, etc., 26,14. The judgment denounced against Tyre was 
executed by Nebuchadrezzar, Alexander, and later conquerors. 
The prophecy does not present Nebuchadrezzar as the sole ex- 
ecutor, but as inaugurating the execution of the judgment. The 
fall of Tyre is reviewed, agreeably to the prophetic perspective, 
as one event, beginning with the conquest by Nebuchadrezzar and 
ending with its complete ruin, exactly as Jesus views the de- 
struction of Jerusalem and the end of the world as the execution 
of one judgment, the destruction of Jerusalem being the beginning 
of the final Judgment, Matt. 24. In the second place, as to the 
implication of No. 10 that Nebuchadrezzar’s campaign against 
Tyre was unsuccessful, secular history relates that after his arduous 
campaign and siege of thirteen years Tyre finally capitulated and 
acknowledged his suzerainty, even if he did not take New Tyre. 
And in the sight of God, Nebuchadrezzar was successful. God gave 
him Egypt as his reward for having accomplished what he was to 
accomplish against Tyre, 29, 18—20. “He had no wages for 
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Tyrus” — that certainly does not mean that Tyre withstood him. 
It simply means that the spoils of Tyre were not commensurate 
with the labors expended. Perhaps the thirteen years’ war had 
consumed its wealth. That is an every-day occurrence. Perhaps 
it was granted favorable terms. We do not know. But we do know 
that Nebuchadrezzar was given Egypt for his labor and that he 
conquered Tyre. 

No.11. “Paul sometimes claims to speak the Word of the 
Lord, but at other times ‘gives his opinion’ quite tentatively, 
1 Cor. 7, 8. 10. 12. 25.” This statement, offered as proof for state- 
ment No. 7, asserts that Paul contemplated the possibility that he 
might be mistaken. Why? “Because he ‘gives his opinion’ quite 
tentatively.” “Tentatively” is ambiguous. It may mean that Paul 
leaves it to the virgin in v. 25 whether she will follow his advices 
or not. It does mean this. vv. 28.38. Not a hint here that his 
advice may not be a good one. On the contrary, “I think also that 
I have the Spirit of God,” v.40. Or “tentatively” may be used 
by Professor Dodd in the sense that St. Paul was not sure of his 
4 ground, that he did not know whether his advice was good. But 
ae see above. (The apostle is simply distinguishing between com- 
iE mands of God, which are binding upon the conscience, and his 
z apostolic opinion, advice, which need not absolutely be accepted. 
: By the way, he is not distinguishing between inspired and non- 
i inspired words. His advice was also inspired of God, but as an 
advice, not as a command.) 

Does the Bible claim infallible authority for itself? In affirma- 
tion of this we have repeatedly pointed out that the Bible claims 
to be the Word of God. See, for instance, 1 Thess. 2, 13; Rom. 3, 2; 
1 Pet. 1,25. How will Professor Dodd meet this argument? He 
takes cognizance of it in the next paragraph. “It is often claimed 
that the Bible must be an infallible external authority because it is 
‘the Word of God.’” Pretty fairly stated. “God certainly is the 
Author of truth; if He has spoken, His Word must possess ab- 
solute authority. Let us hold to that maxim: Authority belongs 
to God, and what He says, and that alone, infallibly compels — 
assent.” That is exactly our argument, finely stated. And how 
does the Modernist refute it? Assertion No. 12: “But in the ex- 
i pression ‘the Word of God’ lurks an equivocation.... The Eternal 
has neither breath nor vocal cords; how should He speak words? 
Clearly enough the term ‘Word of God’ is a metaphorical expres- 
sion.... Not God, but Paul, is the author of the Epistle to the 
Romans.... God is the Author, not of the Bible, but of the life 
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of which the authors of the Bible partake and of which they tell 
us in such imperfect human words as they could command.” We 
have two remarks to offer on this. First: According to this inter- 
pretation the sentence above: “Paul sometimes claims to speak 
the Word of the Lord, but at other times ‘gives his opinion’ quite 
tentatively really means: Paul sometimes claims to speak imperfect 
human words, but at other times speaks imperfect human words. 
Secondly: Professor Dodd’s twelfth assertion absolutely ends the 
argument. He promised at the outset to let the Bible speak for 
itself, but now refuses to accept the plain statements of the Bible. 
He should have declared at the outset that, when the Bible claims 
infallible authority, it sets up a preposterous claim. 

aii TH. ENGELDER. 
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The Contacts of the Book of Acts with Roman 
Political Institutions. 


When the Christian Church began to spread, its field of expan- 
sion was practically prepared in the territorial extent of the Roman 
Empire. Beginning at Jerusalem, the Church rapidly extended its 
borders beyond this city; it embraced all Palestine and the neigh- 
boring lands of Syria, Asia Minor, and Egypt and soon had crossed 
into Macedonia and Achaia. Jerusalem did not remain the geo- 
graphical center of the Christian Church very long; this city very 
soon found itself on the eastern extremity of church territory, just 
as it was situated near the eastern extremity of the Roman Empire. 
A map of church territory of the second century A. D. superimposed 
on a map of the Roman Empire would show that these two were 
rapidly becoming coextensive. 

The Acts of the Apostles is a book of early Christian church 
history. It shows the Church in its beginnings at Jerusalem, traces 
its westward march into the central portion of the Roman Empire, 
and closes with the account of the Apostle Paul’s going north on 
the Via Appia into the great city which ruled the world. The 
Church had started in a clannish provincial city and was now being 
planted in the center of world activity. 

In this progress through a large part of the empire the mission- 
aries of the Church would be expected to come into contact with 
various manifestations and institutions of this world-power. We 
would expect a great traveler like Paul to meet imperial officials, 
appear before Roman courts, and to use the rights of his Roman 
citizenship when the need arose. This is precisely what the Book 
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of Acts presents. A careful reading reveals a large number of 
contacts with, and allusions to, existing political institutions, which 
do not only throw some light upon the vicissitudes of the Church 
and its missionaries, but are also important in giving detailed in- 
formation about some political arrangements of the Roman Empire. 
We shall consider the outstanding contacts approximately in the 
order in which they occur in the Acts. 

In the fifth chapter of this book we meet with a political insti- 
tution whose relation to the Roman Empire is noteworthy. The 
apostles Peter and John are preaching in Jerusalem, but are thereby 
arousing the opposition of the Jewish leaders. These men proceed 
to take action against the apostles, whom they consider religious 
innovators, and to bring them before the tribunal called the San- 
hedrin. This is the same tribunal which had conducted the famous 
trial of Jesus. The question naturally arises, How could such 
a non-Roman court exist? What were its rights and its relation to 
Roman authority? 

The Sanhedrin was, of course, not a Roman, but a Jewish 
court. It consisted of seventy leaders of the Jewish people, and its 
chairman was the high priest. At the time when Peter and John 
stood before this court, the Jews had lost their independence and 
were subjects of Rome. For when Pompey had conquered the East 
in 63 B. C., Judea had become a part of the Roman Empire; and 
although this territory had subsequently enjoyed the privilege of 
being a kingdom under Herod the Great (as rex socius) and his 
son Archelaus, yet Augustus had found reasons for deposing the 
latter in 6 A. D., and Judea had become a Roman province of 
the second rank. From this time onward the port of Caesarea was 
the seat of Roman administration in Judea; there a procurator 
guarded imperial interests, having at his command a number of 
soldiers. In addition thereto a garrison was kept at Jerusalem.') 

But in administering Judea, the Romans had carried out the 
usual policy of allowing existing institutions to continue in con- 
quered territory to the extent that they did not conflict with Roman 
interests. Thus the Sanhedrin was allowed to function even under 
Roman rule. This court was strictly Jewish both in membership 
and in the law on which it based its actions; it did not purpose 
to judge according to Roman law. Its authority was recognized by 
all faithful Jews, whether they were in Jerusalem or elsewhere, 
but its jurisdiction did not extend to Gentiles. The court had both 





1) Mommsen, Provinces of the Roman Empire, II, 185—187. 
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civil and criminal jurisdiction in its Jewish sphere. It could order 
arrests; it had independent authority in police affairs; it could 
meet without special authorization from the procurator; it could 
punish; it could receive and settle appeals from lower Jewish courts 
which existed in various Jewish communities. In capital cases, 
however, this court did not have final jurisdiction. Though cases 
involving the death penalty might properly come before it, and 
though it might condemn to death, yet the execution of a criminal 
could not take place unless the procurator had sanctioned the 
step.2) For instance, we find the Sanhedrin condemning Christ to 
death, but the sentence was not carried out until the unwilling 
procurator Pilate had finally consented, when he delivered Him 
to be crucified. Thus a native court existing under Roman 
tule is one of the first political contacts made by the workers of 
the Church. 

The next contact with Roman political institutions is in the 
field of military practises. In the tenth chapter of Acts we find 
one of those significant events which took the Church out of its 
purely Jewish sphere and caused it to embrace ,also those of non- 
Jewish races. In Caesarea there was a man of the Roman army, 
Cornelius; evidently he was a convert to the Jewish faith, for he 
is described as a poBovpmevoc tov Bedy.3) Moved by a vision, this 
man sends for the Apostle Peter in near-by Joppa and becomes 
a convert to Christianity. This Cornelius is identified as dyjo 
tus év Katwoagia ... éxatorvtdeyns é oneions tis xalovpévns 
*Trahinfjs.*) It is just at Caesarea that we should expect to find 
such a military official and a detachment of soldiers. For the Ro- 
mans had made Caesarea the administrative center of the Judean 
province. There the procurator ordinarily resided, and the gar- 
rison would consequently be stationed in this city. ‘Exatovtdeyns 
was the Greek equivalent for the Latin centurio and signified an 
officer placed over about one hundred men.5) This man Cornelius 
belonged to a omeiga, cohors, evidently the troop stationed at 
Caesarea. A cohors consisted of about 600 men; in this case the 
men were very likely auxiliaries, since these auxiliary cohorts were 
often stationed in the procuratorial provinces as the sole garrison. 
The full name of this cohors was Cohors II Italica civium Roma- 





2) Schuerer, Jewish People in the Times of Jesus Christ. 2d Div., I, 
185—189, 


3) Acts 10, 2. 
4) Acts 10,1. 
5) Marquardt-Mommsen, Handbuch d. roem. Altertuemer, V, 455. 
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norum Voluntariorum militaria.6) The cohors is described as 
xadovuévn “Itakixyj. This expression again reflects a military 
practise of the Roman Empire.’) In times before the empire only 
Roman citizens served in the legions. Later the legions were re- 
cruited in the provinces, and only those soldiers were recruited in 
Italy who served in Rome. When military service began to be 
looked upon as an occupation, volunteers began to join the cohorts, 
since such service was easier than that in the regular legions.) 
*Trahinijc, then, tells us that the cohort stationed at Caesarea had 
been recruited from Italy and not from the province where it was 
stationed. 

Here we may briefly indicate the other military arrangements 
which are met in the Book of Acts. When the Apostle Paul was 
sent to Rome as prisoner, he was committed to the care of a cen- 
turion named Julius, oxeign¢s SeBaotys. The Latins called this 
cohort Cohors I Augusta. The practise of giving a particular name 
to a cohort was quite common, and this one had evidently been 
named after the first emperor, hence 2efaoryc.°) Other military 
terms found in Acts are: ytdiagyoc, tribune of a Roman cohort; 
otgaud@tat, heavily armed foot-soldiers; def:oddBor, javelin men, 
or slingers. 

Passing on to Acts 12, we meet another political institution 
reflecting the policy of the Roman Empire. In this chapter, men- 
tion is made of a King Herod who appears as a persecutor of the 
Church. This Herod was the grandson of Herod the Great and is 
also known as Herod AgrippalI. The history of this man previous 
to his appointment as king had been closely interwoven with the 
fortunes of some Roman emperors. In 36 A. D. he had fled from 
his creditors in Alexandria and had taken up his abode in Rome, 
where Tiberius put him in prison. His star began to rise, how- 
ever, when the profligate Caligula became emperor. Herod was 
now not only set free, but was even allowed to go back to Palestine 
as king. Caligula gave Herod the tetrarchy of Philip (Batanea, 
Trachonitis, and Auranitis) and the tetrarchy of Lysanias; the 
Senate voted pretorian honors on Herod. A little later. Herod’s 
dominions were enlarged still more; for when Claudius became 
emperor, 41 A. D., he not only confirmed the acts of Caligula con- 
cerning Herod, but even added Samaria and Judea to the dominions 





6) Pauly, Wissowa, Kroll, Realenzyklopaedie, s.v. cohors. 
7) Ibid. 

8) Marquardt-Mommeen, lI. c., 467. 468. 

9) Pauly, Wissowa, Kroll, Realenzyklopaedie, s. v. cohors. 
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of this king, so that the kingdom of Herod Agrippa compared 
favorably with the kingdom of David and Solomon in extent.) 
Claudius also conferred consular honors on him. 

What relation did a king and a kingdom have to the Roman 
Empire? From the days of Tarquinius Superbus the Romans had 
become suspicious of royal power, and we can readily know that 
any “king” recognized by the Romans would not carry all the 
authority usually associated with this title. From the very manner 
in which Herod reached his throne it can be seen that he was 
dependent chiefly upon the good graces of the emperor. He who 
had made this king could just as simply unmake him. The relation 
of this king to the central government can be defined to some ex- 
tent by a study of his activities as recorded by Josephus.") Upon 
appointing Herod to his position, Claudius had sent letters to the 
governors and procurators of the province, urging them to treat 
this king with respect. Herod enjoyed a number of local privileges: 
he had the power of appointing or deposing a high priest at Jeru- 
salem; he released the inhabitants of Jerusalem from taxes on 
their houses; when the people of Doris placed a statue of Caesar 
in a synagog, Agrippa accused them before Petronius, the governor 
of Syria, who issued an edict against the act.!2) The Romans were 
not slow in showing such a king where his power ended. Thus 
when Herod repaired the walls at Jerusalem at public expense and 
built them wider and higher, Marcus, governor of Syria, informed 
Claudius, and Herod was forced to abandon the plan. Likewise, 
when a number of petty kings, including Herod, met at Tiberias, 
the same governor became suspicious concerning the purpose of this 
meeting and told these kings to go home. Such was the condition 
under which the Roman Empire tolerated a king. He was given 
a certain judicious amount of independence and a glorious title, 
but he was never free from the reins of the central government, 
which could undo him at any time. 

The next contact with Roman political institutions takes us 
into another province of the Roman Empire, the island of Cyprus. 
This island had become a part of the Roman Empire in the great 
period of eastward expansions during the first century B.C. 
M. Cato had taken Cyprus from Ptolemean control in 58 B.C., 
whereupon it became part of the province of Cilicia, on the main- 
land of Asia Minor. After the Battle of Actium, 31 B. C., by which 





10) H. Stuart Jones, Jrl. of Roman Studies, XVI, 23. 
11) Josephus, Antiquitates, XIX, chaps. 7. 8. 
12) Ibid., chap. 5. 
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Augustus gained control over Antony and his followers and thus 
prepared the way for the empire, Augustus divided the provinces 
between the Senate and himself and made Cyprus one of his own 
imperial provinces. In 22 B. C. this province was given over to the 
Senate, and at the time when Paul was active on the island, it was 
still under senatorial control.!) 

To get a clear view of the powers of various provincial officials, 
we must keep in mind the essential differences between senatorial 
and imperial provinces. This distinction was first made by Augus- 
tus, who divided the provinces into these two classes by giving some 
to the Senate for administration and keeping others for himself. 
The general distinction between these two classes was this: Those 
provinces which had been completely pacified and were resigned 
to Roman control, thus no longer requiring the presence of a large 
military force, were given over to the Senate. Those provinces, 
however, which were still turbulent and in which trouble might be 
expected in the collection of revenues or in the exercise of Roman 
law, thus requiring the presence of a large military force, were kept 
under the control of the emperor. This essential difference entailed 
other points of distinction, which are described as follows by Dio 
Cassius: !4) “Augustus ordained that the rulers of senatorial prov- 
inces should be annual magistrates, elected by lot.... They were 
to be sent out by the assembly of the Senate as a body, with no 
sword at their side, nor should they wear the military garb. The 
name proconsul was to belong not only to the two ex-consuls, but 
also to the rest who had served as praetors or at least held the rank 
of ex-praetors. Both classes were to employ as many lictors as were 
usual in the capital.... The heads of the imperial provinces, on 
the other hand, were to be chosen by himself [Augustus] and by 
his agents, and they were to be named propraetors, even if they were 
from the ranks of the ex-consuls.... He caused the class of his 
own choosing to employ the title of propraetor and to hold office for 
as much longer than a year as should please him, to wear the mili- 
tary costume, and to have a sword with which they were empowered 
to punish soldiers.” Some of the important points regarding the 
governorship in a senatorial province were the following: “This 
governor, called proconsul, dydinatoc, is appointed to his province 
by lot. He has the insignia of a consul, such as lictors with fasces, 
but he is destitute of military power, and his office expires at the 





13) Marquardt-Mommeen, l.c., IV, 390. 391. 
14) History of Rome, LXX, 13. 
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end of a year. The imperial governor, however, is a propraetor, 
dytiotedtnyos, or, as he was more often called, a legatus, noeoBevtijs, 
of the emperor. He goes out from Italy with all the pomp of 
a military commander, and he does not return until the emperor 
recalls him.” 5) His great dependence on the emperor is evident 
at once. In fact, the object of Augustus in effecting this provincial 
arrangement was to have a corps of officials in command of all 
the military forces who were immediately dependent upon him in 
their office. 

It was a senatorial province, then, which Paul entered when 
he came to Cyprus ca. 47 A. D., for the title of the governor is 
dvdinatos. The incumbent of this office at this time was Sergius 
Paulus, who very likely had previously held the office of Curator 
Riparum et Alvei Tiberis and was possibly of pretorian rank.!®) 
This man called Paul and his companions before him. But an 
antagonist appeared in the form of the sorcerer Elymas; he was 
blinded, and Sergius Paulus believed, “marveling at the teaching 
of the Lord.” 1”) It was not an ordinary convert whom the apostle 
had gained; for this man in his official position as Roman proconsul 
could have six lictors, had a small number of soldiers at his com- 
mand, exercised the imperium over all his provincials, presided in 
tribunals, judged the claims of the usurer and the tax-gatherer, 
and was attended by a host of secretaries, notaries, heralds, physi- 
cians, and augurs.!8) (To be concluded.) 

Seward, Nebr. H. O. A. Kernata. 
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(Eisenach Epistolary Lesson for Septuagesima. ) 


A thorough study of this text, the Eisenach Epistle-lesson for 
Septuagesima, will confirm the impression received by a casual read- 
ing of the words that their import is an exhortation of the Apostle 
Paul to the congregation at Philippi to remain steadfast in the faith 
of the Gospel and united in spirit, in spite of all hindrances that 
might come from without or within. It will be found quite convenient 
to group the various items found in the text under any theme which 
expresses the above thought. 

The apostle, in writing this present chapter of his letter to the 





15) Conybeare and Howson, Life and Epistles of St. Paul, I, 143. 
16) Pauly, Wissowa, Kroll, Realenzyklopaedie, s. v. Sergius. 

17) Acts 13, 12. 

18) Merivale, History of the Romans, III, 407—409. 
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Philippians, had just come to the conclusion of a debate which he 
had had with himself. He had debated with himself whether it 
would be better for him to live or to die. It was not a question of 
“to be or not to be”; Paul was not contemplating suicide. Death 
would release him from the many troubles of this life and from the 
prison chains which fettered him at that time and bring him to 
Christ and heaven. But, on the other hand, if he were spared, he 
might be able to see his beloved Philippians again. He concluded 
that “to abide in the flesh is more needful for you.” He expects to be 
released from prison and to be present with the Christians at Philippi 
once more. 1, 23. 24. 

But whether he will ever get to see them again or not, there is 
one thing that he expects of them and hopes for. No matter whether 
he lives or dies, whether he is present or absent, they should let their 
conversation, their daily lives, be as it becometh the Gospel of Christ, 
‘and they are to stand fast in the faith and be united in one spirit. 
The phrase “let your conversation be” is to be translated, behave as 
citizens, zod:tsveode. The Philippians were very proud of their Roman 
citizenship, which had been granted them by Caesar Augustus in 
memory of his victory over Brutus and Cassius near this city. See 
Acts 16,21. Now a Roman citizen, Acts 16,37—40, reminds Roman 
citizens of a still greater honor which had been granted them, of 
their citizenship in God’s kingdom of heaven, Phil. 3,20, zodiézevpa 
and urges them to behave as citizens of this kingdom. Only in the 
letter to the Philippians, of all his epistles, does Paul use these 
two words. 

The word “only” at the head of the sentence clearly expresses the 
apostle’s mind. This is the one thing that counts. The Gospel of 
Christ is not a law. It does not give precept and command and 
threaten punishment if the command is disobeyed. The Gospel of 
Christ is a strong, compelling motive, and it produces right living. 
A life “as it becometh the Gospel of Christ” is a life that is moved 
and actuated by the Gospel, the glad tidings of the grace of God in 
Christ Jesus. A person who has heard the glad news that he has 
inherited a great fortune will comport himself in many ways in ac- 
cordance with, “as it becometh,” this good news. He who believes the 
Gospel, the news that he is saved from hell and saved for heaven, 
will be moved by this glad news to lead a godly life in righteousness 
and good works. Paul’s presence or absence should make no difference 
to the Philippians in this matter. The Christian conduct and ac- 
tivity of the members of a congregation should not depend upon the 
presence of this or that pastor. It sometimes occurs that one minister 
will build up a congregation, and people will cling to him. His suc- 
cessor may find that some who were very ardent members before become 
lukewarm or drop away altogether. Christians should not be faithful 








Two Ow Ow 





Sermon Study on Phil. 1, 27—2, 4. 125 





to their church for the sake of their pastor, but for the sake of their 
Savior. Pastors may be present or absent; the Savior is always 
with us. Perhaps the thought expressed here by the apostle will give 
a grain of comfort to a pastor who is away from his flock on a neces- 
sary vacation to build up his body and mind. God will keep the 
congregation in righteous ways and good works even in his absence. 

The apostle might have mentioned many ways in which this 
righteous life that becometh the Gospel of Christ should reveal itself. 
Indeed, his writings are replete with suggestions and directions and 
admonitions; he describes every item of a godly life and adduces 
many examples of good works. In the present passage he confines 
himself to one item in the Christians’ godly life. He urges the 
Christians at Philippi that they “stand fast in one spirit, with 
one mind striving together for the faith of the Gospel.” By “standing 
fast in one spirit” he means that they are to show themselves firm 
and unyielding in maintaining their faith, with unity of conviction, 
mind, and will. He wants this congregation to be a group of people 
who are united in spirit by the firm conviction that their common 
faith is absolutely true and who stand by this faith without wavering. 
The expression “in one spirit” does not refer to the Holy Spirit. 
Christians should feel themselves bound together by their faith and 
should be unwavering in the declaration of their faith. They should 
consider such matters as concern their faith as settled once for all 
between themselves and God. There should be no more questioning 
or quibbling or argument concerning the fundamental articles of 
their faith than there is about the facts of common arithmetic. 
These things are settled for all times and are beyond question. The 
apostle furthermore writes that he wishes to hear that the Philippians 
are “with one mind striving together for the faith of the Gospel.” 
The word striving was taken from the language of sports; it is the 
word from which our English word “athletics” is derived. The 
Philippians are to strive, to exert themselves, to work hard, in order 
to uphold the faith of the Gospel. They have received the faith of 
the Gospel as a precious possession; they are to put forth every effort 
to keep their faith and to frustrate any attacks upon it, to drive 
back all enmity against it. Christians should go to great lengths in 
maintaining and defending their faith. They should contend for the 
faith of the Gospel as earnestly, as fervently, as vehemently, as those 
contend who are engaged in athletic combat. Defending our faith, 
maintaining it, propagating it, are earnest and serious matters for 
the Christian. The unity with which this should be done is evident 
from the expression “with one mind” and from the preposition used in 
the original of the expression “striving together.” Great tasks require 
united efforts, and there is comfort in numbers. The Philippians are 
to strive for the faith of the Gospel, not each one for himself, but 
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with combined efforts. And in doing so they are to act as if one 
mind, one soul, pervaded them, controlled them. Games are won in 
athletic contests, not through individual and separate activity, but 
by team-work, controlled by one mind. Christian activity for the 
faith of the Gospel has greatest force if Christians stand united as 
if they were all of one soul. 

It is a characteristic of the Lutheran Church that its members 
are firm and steadfast in confessing their faith and that they are 
of one mind in striving for their faith. This unity in our Church 
is a blessing of God and a result of our splendid educational system, 
through which the minds of our members are early molded by the 
Word of God and merged into one spirit and one mind in matters 
of faith. 

The apostle recognizes that he is not asking something easy. 
There will be difficulties to surmount. There are adversaries. He 
mentions them in v.28. There are false teachers who attack the 
faith of the Gospel, who try to break the faith and trust of the Chris- 
tian, and who attempt to subvert the true Church. There are also 
enemies who persecute and work harm and mischief to the Church. 
The Philippians had to contend with such adversaries; and there was 
danger for them. But the apostle admonishes them not to be ter- 
rified. The word in the original for terrified referred to the shying of 
frightened horses. The Philippians should not get into a panicky 
condition because of their adversaries, not lose their head and heart. 
It was at Philippi that Paul had been thrust into prison by his 
adversaries; the Christians at Philippi knew how he had acquitted 
himself. It is a lesson for our own times. The Church has its 
adversaries: the unbelieving world, carping critics, the unbelieving 
scientists and their blind followers, false teachers, and dangerous 
disturbers. But we are not to lose our assurance of faith when we 
encounter such enemies. Our faith is anchored upon the eternal 
Rock. The modern attacks against our faith are not modern; they 
are old weapons, thrust back by the Church in times past, but newly 
burnished. Let nothing terrify the Christian; he has God on his 
side. We must be prepared for these attacks lest we shy at them 
like horses at a piece of paper in the road. We must prepare our 
young people to expect, and defend themselves against, such attacks. 

While the apostle has these adversaries in mind, whose violent at- 
tacks should in no wise terrify the Christians, he adds a remark that 
affords consolation to Christians, v.28. There is comfort in the 
thought that the staunch and unterrified valor of Christians, when 
attacked by adversaries, is evidence of the futility of the attacks 
and of the final ruin and perdition of the adversaries and at the same 
time an evidence of the final victory and salvation of the Christians. 
There is danger that the Christians, often weak in numbers and 
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strength, may be led to believe that the strength, the courage, and 
the adroitness of their enemies are an indication that there must 
be something to the argument and statements of the adversaries. If 
it is a high dignitary of a Church who makes a statement contrary to 
the doctrines of the Bible or a well-known scientist or anybody else 
of high standing in the world, many people sit up and take notice 
and believe the statement or argument must have force simply because 
of the source from which it comes. Many will bow in mental sub- 
mission to a great name without an understanding of the argument 
set forth. The apostle assures the Christians that they need not think 
the enmity against them is evidence of the weakness of their own 
position. When any one attacks the Church of Christ and its doc- 
trines, he is beating against a stone wall with bare fists. On the 
other hand, the very fact that the Church is suffering attacks and 
persecutions, the very fact that a Christian has to submit to the 
attacks of unbelievers, is evidence of divine favor. Of course, this 
is true only of those who contend for the true faith of the Gospel. 
Errorists have also had to suffer. But there is no comfort for them 
here. We may think of the sufferings of Pharaoh, Korah, and Herod, 
sufferings sent as punishment. The adversity suffered by children of 
God is an assurance of final victory and the salvation which God will 
give them. 


While the apostle has in mind the sufferings which Christians 
may have to bear on account of the persecution of their adversaries, 
he adds another remark (vv. 29.30) to show the right attitude 
a Christian should take toward the sufferings of this life. The per- 
secution and sufferings endured by Christians are really gracious gifts 
of God. “Blessed are they which are persecuted for righteousness’ 
sake,” Matt.5,10. God gives the Christians faith and then sends 
them suffering to strengthen their faith. The expression “not only, 
but also” lifts the gift of suffering to a place of distinction and im- 
portance in the Christian’s life. Without faith there is no blessing 
in suffering; without suffering there is no endurance of faith. All 
who follow Jesus must take up His cross. The sufferings of the 
wicked are punishment; the sufferings of the children of God bring 
blessings. David’s trouble brought repentance; Joseph’s troubles 
brought him honor and glory. The word used in the original for 
“it is given” indicates the mercy of God in sending us trouble. And 
we are to look upon our suffering as endured for the sake of Christ. 
The expression “in behalf of Christ” must not be connected with “it 
is given.” Suffering for the sake of Christ is a privilege given by 
God. And as it was comforting for the Philippians to know that 
their own Apostle Paul was also suffering in prison, so Christians are 
comforted by the thought that they are not alone in their suffering. 
The Philippians knew of Paul’s imprisonment in their own city and 
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of his present imprisonment in Rome. The messenger who brought 
them the epistle from Rome, Epaphroditus, no doubt made a full 
report to them. We are comforted when we know of the sufferings 
of others; others are comforted when they know of our sufferings. 
Sufferings make companions in the Church of Christ. 

Chapter 2, although separated from chapter one by a chapter 
heading, is really a continuation of the same thought that has been 
followed so far. The first verse of the second chapter presents a dif- 
ficulty respecting its interpretation. One of the solutions offered is 
to make the verse read: If there is any consolation, then it is in 
Christ, etc. Thus the fourfold conditions in v. 1 would stand alone, 
and v.2 would be independent, beginning a new thought. Probably 
most of our readers will feel that such an arrangement takes v.1 too 
far away from the continuity of thought in the text. The inter- 
pretation usually followed in our literature will be most satisfactory 
and does not violate the logical arrangement of the text. Accordingly, 
we hear the apostle saying: If the doctrine of Christ which I brought 
you affords any consolation to you at all, if there is anything in 
Christ’s doctrine that can serve as an exhortation to you (for the 
Greek word is best understood here as meaning exhortation), then 
make my heart glad (v.2) by harmony and concord among your- 
selves. The apostle is thinking of the evangelical exhortation he has 
given the Philippians and of the exhortations that Christians give 
each other. The translation consolation is justifiable for the reason 
that Christian exhortation, when successful, turns out to be real 
consolation. David was exhorted by Nathan, and through the ex- 
hortation he received great consolation. Likewise the apostle says: 
If the love springing from your faith has any power to urge you, 
and if through the Holy Ghost there is any feeling of fellowship and 
brotherly relation among you, or if there is among you any mercy, 
feeling of benevolence and kindness emanating from your hearts (the 
expression “if any bowels and mercies” indicates kindness and its 
source), then you are to do as I have asked you to do in v.2. The 
apostle makes his statements conditional; but he knows that in the 
minds of his readers the answer will be an emphatic affirmative: 
Certainly there is exhortation in the doctrine that we have heard, etc. 

The apostle is therefore assured that the Christians at Philippi 
will heed his request that they make him glad (v. 2) by being of the 
same mind. The congregation at Philippi had always brought joy 
to the apostle’s heart. The Epistle to the Philippians begins and ends 
with an acknowledgment that this congregation has caused him joy, 
1,3.4; 4,15. He now asks that the Philippians increase his joy over 
them. Every Christian pastor is happy at the progress made by his 
congregation. “I have no greater joy than to hear that my children 
walk in truth,” 3John4. The apostle asks the Philippians to be like 
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minded. The Greek expresses it thus: “that ye think the same.” 
He asks for harmonious thinking among the Christians as a pre- 
requisite for harmonious action. Thinking the same thing, their 
thoughts in spiritual matters running in the same channel, they will 
have the same love in their hearts. It will not be said of them that 
one loves the world and the other the Savior. This common love of 
the common Savior will unite their hearts in mutual love. The 
expression “being of one accord, of one mind,” means as much as 
having their souls united, and it is simply a further emphasis of the 
expression “like-minded.” In thought and soul, in mind and heart, 
there is to be complete accord. 

To achieve such complete accord, all peace-disturbing elements 
must be subjugated. Therefore the apostle counsels the congregation 
as in v.3. The writer’s omission of the verb in his sentence makes 
it emphatic. The word strife or faction has an original connotation 
of “serving for hire” and is used in the sense of seeking advantage 
by trickery. Certainly, if there is to be harmony and concord in the 
congregation, there must be no factions, no party strife, no small 
groups opposing one another; and there must be no desire among 
the members to push themselves to the front at the expense of others, 
no ardent quest for honor and glory in the work of the church. Strife 
and jealousy are the ruin of congregational life; and strife and 
jealousy are the results of factions and desire for honor and glory. 
The translation through strife and vainglory should be understood as 
meaning “with strife and vainglory as a motive.” The preposition 
employed frequently has this meaning. The best cure for these evils 
is to minimize one’s own achievements and deserts and to think highly 
of others. And this is the apostle’s counsel in wv.3 and 4. This is 
the exact opposite of the way of the world. It is characteristic of 
worldly people to esteem their own things, talents, achievements, 
successes, everything that is their own, very highly, and to disdain 
the accomplishments of others. As every one has a certain amount of 
pride or self-esteem in his bosom, this frequently leads to faction and 
friction. Nothing else can be expected of people in this world; but 
Christians, intent on keeping harmony among themselves, will heed 
the apostle’s counsel; they will, in lowliness of mind, in humility, 
delight in the good they observe in others and gladly acknowledge it. 
They will willingly let another’s reputation become greater than theirs. 
Jonathan acknowledged David’s excellence and gladly permitted him 
to forge ahead. John the Baptist was very willing that Jesus should 
outstrip him. The Christian looks for excellence and superiority in 
others, not in himself. But such a state of mind is found only where 
there is true humility before God, where there is an understanding 
of sin and grace. 
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The material in this text may be grouped under any theme which 
expresses the central thought of the text, the “standing fast in one 
spirit, with one mind striving for the faith of the Gospel.” It might 
be: Let Us Stand Steadfast in the Confession of Our Faith, despite 
all that adversaries may say or do, and not permit strife and factions 
to weaken our confession; and let us not be hindered in our confession 
by the prospect of suffering.— Or we may phrase our theme: Paul’s 
Plea to the Christians at Philippi. 1. That they remain steadfast in 
the faith of the Gospel. Their adversaries must not shake them. 
There is great value and blessing in the faith and doctrine of the 
Gospel (2,1), which makes it worth while to remain steadfast. 2. That 
they strive for harmony and concord in the congregation. 3. That 
they endure suffering willingly, esteeming it a God-given privilege. — 
Another theme: Characteristics of a True Christian Congregation. 

St. Charles, Mo. FReEDERIC NIEDNER. 
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Dispofitionen iiber die Cijenadher Cvangelienreife. 


Vierter Sonntag nad) Cpiphanias. 
oh. 4,31—42. 


Heutzutage ijt fajt jedermann bereit angunehmen, dak BEfus Chri- 
ftus einer der groften, wenn nicht der grofte, Lehrer der Menfdhheit ge- 
twefen fei. Yn unferm Lande befennen die Liberalen in allen RKirden- 
gemeinjdaften, auch unter den Buden, fic) gu diejem Gab. Cogar 
gelehrte Heiden in den Heidenlandern aufern jolde Wnficdten. Mian 
nennt den OHErrn gern Rabbi, V.31. Aber YEfum als eingebornen 
Sohn Gottes und Heiland der Welt anguerfennen, dagegen ftraubt man 
fie mit aller Macht, ebenfojehr wie frither die Wrianer, Soginianer und 
Rationalijten. 

Doh ijt gerade ein jolde3 Befenntnis ndtig, wenn ein Menfd ein 
twabrer Chrift fein till. Unjer Heiland hirte e3 wohl gerne, dap ihm 
feine Diinger den Titel Rabbi gaben, Yoh. 13,13; aber dennoch ertvies 
er fide flar und deutlich als Sohn Gotte3 und Seligmader der Siinder 
und freute fic) itber folde Wnerfennung, Ptatth. 16,16; Yoh. 20, 28; 
3,16; 1,12 ff.; Matth. 3,17. 

Sm Evangelium des heutigen Gonntags haben wir 

Cine Offenbarung der Herrlidfeit JEfu als de3 Heilandes der Welt. 
Der HErr zeigt uns 
1. fein berrlides Miffionsfeld, 
2. feinen berrliden Miffionsauftrag, 
3. feine Herrlidhe MiffionsverheifRung. 
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1. 


Wir miffen, wie der Heiland einft gu dem fanaanitifden Weibe 
redete, Matth.15,24. CSdeinbar twwar fein Gebiet auf die Yuden bez 
frank. Freilid tar JSrael das auserwwablte Volk, aber nicht exflufive! 
(gl. den Propheten Yonas; Pj. 72; Vef.52,7—15; 60; 62; Rim. 
10, 21; ufiw.) 

Sm Lertfapitel fehen wir den HErrn mit einer veracdhteten Gama- 
riterin reden. Cr offenbarte feine Gerrlidfeit dort am Yafobsbrunnen. 
Das Weib erfannte ihn als Chrijtus, 4,29. Er war auch ihr Heiland. 
Gie twar eine Giinderin, und er war ja gefommen, die Giinder gu fucen 
und jelig gu machen, Matth. 9,13; 18,11; 1 Tim. 1,15; Quf. 19, 10; 
Mark. 2, 17. 


Sn dem Gefpracd mit feinen Viingern erflart der HErr wieder den 
Zine jeiner Crniedrigung, V.34. Cr will de3 Vaters Willen tun, Yoh. 
6, 39.40; das CErlofungswer— ausfiihren, Yoh. 3,16.17; 6, 34; 
Bj. 40, 8. 9. 


Bei dem allem hatte er nicht nur die Yuden, fondern auch die Heiden 
im Wuge. Sein Miffionsfeld ijt die ganze Welt, VB. 35—38. Cr wenbdet 
die Aufmerffamfeit der Viinger auf ein Gaatfeld: ,3m Blice auf diefe 
Sluren fagt ihr getwif, Dak noch bier Monate bis gur Ernte bergefen. 
Sdhaut aber auf die meinem BVerufe fic darbietenden Saatfelder, wie fie 
{don weik, das Heit, reif gur Ernte, find.” (Keil.) Bgl. Matth. 9, 
37.38. Die nachfolgende Befehrung der Gamariter war zugleich ein 
Veiweis fiir diefe Wusfage. 

Wie fteht e3 heute in der Welt? (Yn der Wusfiihrung weife man 
nidt nur hin auf die grofen MiffionSgelegenheiten unter den Heiden 
Hiergulande und in der Ferne, fondern auch auf die Tatfade, dak auf 
bielen Mijffionsfeldern der Seften Chriftus nicht mehr als Seiland ge- 
predigt wird, jondern nur al3 Mufter und Meifter!) 




































2. 


nh habe euch gefandt gu ernten”, BV. 38. Diefe Worte fpricht der 
HErr in prophetifdher Vergegenwartigung der Bufunft. Er deutet gleich- 
fam Hin auf feinen Herrligen Miffionsbefehl: Matth. 28,19; Mark. 
16,15; Wpoft.1,8; Vuk. 24,47. Er war bom Vater gejandt; ,alfo 
fende ich euch”, Joh. 20, 21 f. 

Er war dem Vater gehorfam bi3 gum Tode am Kreuz, um die Er- 
lofung der gangen Welt gu vollbringen. Er hatte durch feine Propheten 
im Ulten Teftament das Evangelium berfiindigen Iaffen; er mar dabei, 
nun jelber die Giinder gu fich gu rufen; er wiirde auch in Qufunft bei 
feinen Siingern fein, Matth. 28,20. Gr ift der oberfte Miffionsdirettor, 
der jelber dad Feld bereitet hat und felber die Titren auftut, Offend. 3, 
7.8, dex feine Qiinger auésriiftet als Sdnitter in feinem Erntefeld, als 
Menjdjenfijder auf dem Gee der verlornen Menfdjheit, Matth. 4, 19 fF. 
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Der Mijffionsauftrag gilt aud un, und in feiner felbftverleugnen- 
den Arbeit an den Gamaritern foll der HErr uns ein Vorbild fein fiir 
unjere Arbeit im Reiche Gotte3, damit wir in opferiwilliger, jelbftver- 
leugnender Treue und Hingabe den Willen unfers Vaters tun und das 
Werk, das er uns aufgetragen hat, ausridten. 


3. 


Des HErrn Verheigung fdlieBt ein Frucht und Lohn, V.36. Bei 
den Gamaritern twar die Frucht gleich gu fehen, V. 42: Aufnahme BEfu, 
Matth. 10,40; Annahme feines Wortes, Matth. 13,31; Befenntnis, 
Matth. 16, 16. 

Nidt jeder erntet, was er felber gefat hat. Was der HErr jelber 
fate, ernteten feine Qiinger (am erften Pfingjtfejt; Pbhilippus in 
Gamaria, Upoft.8; gl. Pauli Wort, 1 Kor.3,5—9). Cine Gene- 
ration in der Kirche nad) der andern arbeitet auf dem bon der vorigen 
bereiteten Boden. Wenn deshalb die Frucht nicht gleich gu fehen ijt, foll 
un diefer Umitand nidt betriiben. Der HErr hat Beit und Stunde fiir 
die Ernte beftimmt. Gie bleibt nicht aus, Jef.55,8—11. 

_ Diejfe Gewifheit foll auch unfer Vohn fein. Wir fammeln Fru, 
nicht fiir diefes Leben, fondern gum etwigen Leben, fiir Die Scheunen des 
HimmelZ. Mander, der hier feine Frucht feiner Arbeit fab, wird fie 
dort in der Cwigfeit finden, Spr. 11,30; Mim. 10,15; Jaf. 5,19. 20. 


Bugleic&h miiffen wir bedenfen, dagB der HErr eigentlich nie auf 
augeren Erfolg fieht — der fteht ja in feiner Hand —, aber auf Treue 
in der Arbeit, 1 Ror. 4,2; Matth. 25, 23. 

Wifo freudig ans Werf! Unfere Arbeit im HErrn wird nie ver- 
geblich fein, Gal. 6, 9.10; Pf. 126, 5. 6. W. G. P. 





Finfter Sonntag nad Cpiphanias. 
Matth. 7,24—29. 


Unfere Tertesworte bilden den Schluk der Vergpredigt. Luther: 
»€x hat nun ausgepredigt, unfer lieber HErr, und befdliebt endlich die- 
felbe Rredigt mit etlicen Warnungen, um uns gu riiften wider allerlei 
GSindernis und sirgernis, beide der Lehre und des Lebens, fo uns unter 
Augen ftoken in der Welt.” Wie getwaltig der Cindrud der Predigt 
war, bejagen die Worte: ,,[E8] entfavte fich das Volf iiber feiner Lehre. 
Denn er predigte gewaltig” ufw., BV. 28.29. Das ift uns begreiflid. 
Weldhe gewaltigen Lehren liegen uns doch gerade in den Verfjen vor, 
die unferm ert vorhergehen! (,,Gehet ein durch die enge Pforte!” 
PWarnung vor faljden Propheten.) — Gang mit Recht find die Texted: 
worte fiir ben S&lupfonntag der heiligen Cpiphaniaggeit gewahlt. In 
dDiejer Zeit haben wir durd) Gottes Gnade die getwaltigen Lehren Chrifti 
gu unferer GSeligfcit gebirt. Gind mir de Girens iiberdriiffig ge 
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tworden? Oder, twenn tir auch biren, wie fteht e3 bei un3 mit dem 
Tun der Rede Chrijti? Das find itberaus widtige Fragen. Betrachten 
wir miteinander 
Kluge Cpiphaniasdriften. 
Sehen wir, 


1. wer dbiefe find; 2 marum Ddiefe fo Elug handeln. 


1. 


Unfer Heiland fagt: ,Darum, wer diefe meine Rede hiret und tut 
fie, Den bergleide ich einem flugen Mann, der fein Haus auf einen Fels 
bauete”, 8.24. Da bejchreibt uns Chrijtus die rechten, feligen Cpipha- 
niasdrijten und Lobt fie mit hohen Worten als Huge Leute. Klug ijt, 
wer Das tut, tas ihm nitbt; toricht, wer das tut, was ihm fdadet. Klug 
in geiftliden Dingen ijt nun gunachft der, der die Rede GEfu Hort, 
denn diefe Rede niibt uns in der Beit fowobhl wie in der Ctwigfeit, 1 Tim. 
4,8. — Chrijti Rede ijt erjtens Gefesk. Wie fdharf hat doch Chrijtus 
das Gejeb gerade in der Vergpredigt getrieben! (Beifpiele.) Das Gefeb 
ijt un heilfam und niige, denn e3 ijt uns gum Riegel und Spiegel tie 
aud) gur Megel gegeben. (Wusfiihren!) Ohne das gottlide Gefeb 
wiikten twir nicht, DaR wir arme, verlorne und berdammte Giinder find, 
Rom. 3,20. Klug ijt darum jeder, der das Gefek recht und ohne Verdruk 
hort. Aber Chrifti Rede ijt vor allem Evangelium, Matth. 11, 28; 
Noh. 6,37. Klug ijt darum der Menfdh, der das Evangelium hort; denn 
eS ift Das Wort der Gnade, wodurch) un3 der Heilige Geijt wiedergebiert 
und beiligt, Rim. 10,17; Jaf. 1,18. — BEju Rede Hiren heift jedod 
nicht nur, fie dugerlid&) horen, fondern fie arth innerlid) aufnehmen, fie 
betradjten, fie bewegen in einem guten Herzen, UWpoft. 17,11; Spr. 4, 4; 
Gebr. 13,9. Wollen mir daher luge Epiphaniasdrijten fein, jo miiffen 
it vor allen Dingen Gottes Wort recht Horen, Quf. 11,28; Offend. 
1,8; 22, 7. 

Aber auf das rechte Hiren muk auch da8 rechte Tun folgen. 
Darauf gerade legt unfer Heiland in unferm Lert das Gewicht. ,, Wer 
Diefe meine Rede Horet und tut fie.” Hier lag der Schade gur Beit 
Chrijti; Hier Viegt er nod) heute. C8 mangelt nidjt fowohl am Siren 
als bielmehr am Tun. Chrifti Rede tun heift nun gunacdhft Chrifti Rede 
glauben. Der tut Chrifti Rede, der fich aus dem Gefeb ftrafen und 
aus dem Changelium troften, furgz, durd) Chrijti Rede von feinem bofen 
Wejen befehren lagt, Mark. 1,15; Yoh. 1,12; 2,11; 5, 24.38; 6, 40. 
— © fo glaubt die Rede Chrijti! Wber YEfu Rede tun Heift ferner im 
Glauben da3 tun, was unfer SErr von uns fordert, Yoh. 15, 5 ff.; Vue. 
8,15; Upoft. 16,14 f.; Sebr. 10,36; 11,38 f.; Gal. 5,22; Eph. 5,9; 
Phil. 1,11. O fo lakt uns den Willen Chrijtt tun und reich werden an 
allen guten Werken! Priifen mir uns! Sind mix fluge Epiphanias- 
Griften? Wie fteht e3 bei uns in begug auf die Glaubensfriidte? (Man 


lege ee Singer gerade auf die munden Puntte in der betreffenden Ge- 
metnde!) 
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2. 


Unjer Seiland zeigt ferner, warum Ddiejenigen Hug bandeln, die 
feine Rede Hiren und tun. Das tut er in einem fdinen Gleidnis, 
B. 25 f. (Man erflare das Gleidni3.) Plabregen, Gewaffer und Winde 
find Bilder ftarfer Anfedhtungen. CSolche Anfechtungen haben alle Chri- 
ften in diefem armen Erbdenleben gu ertwarten. Gie bleiben feinem er- 
fpart, treten in den bverfdiedenften Formen auf und follen uns gum 
beften dienen, Saf.1,2.12; 1 Petr. 1,6; Sebr. 13,3; Offend. 2, 9.10; 
7, 14; 1 Theff. 1, 6 uf. (Veifpiele: David; Paulus; Abraham; 
Luther uf.) Sie dienen dem Glaubigen gum Geil: betwahren ihn im 
Glauben und in der Geduld, 1 Petr. 1,6.7; befeftigen ihn in der Hoff- 
nung, Rim. 5,3.4; ertdten in ihm dad findlide Fleifdh, 2 Ror. 4, 16; 
gtiinden in in der Demut, 2 Kor. 12, 7.10; verjicern ihn der Gnade 
Gotte3 und der fiinftigen himmlifden SHerrlidfeit, 2 Ror. 4,17; Jaf. 
1,12. Aber nur bei denen, die Chrifti Rede horen und tun! Denn 
deren Haus ijt auf den Fel3 de3 Wortes Gottes im Glauben gebaut, 
B.24. Den Heudhlern, das heift, den Namendhrijten, die Chrijti Rede 
nur auperlich Hiren, nicht glauben und nicht danach tun, gereiden fie 
gum BVerderben, BV. 27; uf. 8,13; 1 Thelf. 3,5. (Beifpiele: Judas, 
Saul, Demas ufiv.) — Wie, griindet fich unfjere Standbhaftigfeit auf 
unjere Werfe? CExrbhalten uns die Werke gur Seligfeit? Cind die Werke 
der FelS, worauf wir un$ griinden? Nein. Stichardt: ,,.Wer die Rede 
Chrijti tut, in den Geboten Gotte3 wandelt, der Halt ftand in aller Un- 
fedjtung, die iiber ifn fommen mag. Nicht fein Tun, fein Gehorjam, 
macht ihn feft und jtandbhaft. Wher mit foldem Tun betweift er, dak er 
im Glauben gegriindet ijt, dak der Glaube in ifm Wurgel gefdlagen und 
feine Rraft entfaltet hat, und durd den Glauben iiberivindet er alle 
Widerwartigfeit. Wer dagegen die Rede Chrifti hort und nicht tut, der 
gleicht einem tiridten Mann, der fein Haus auf den Sand baute, fo 
Daf e3 bom Regen und Wind umgeftofen wurde. Wer die Rede Chrijti 
nur mit ben Obren hort, aber nicht danach tut, die rechten Chriftentwerke 
bermifjen lapt, der zeigt damit, dak ifm der Chrijtenglaube fehlt oder 
Dap der Glaube mieder erftorben ijt. Der Glaube erftirbdt, 
wenn er die ihm innewohnende Kraft verleugnet. 
Und wer feinen Glauben hat, der wird in der Anfedhtung gufdjanden.“ 

Die heilige Epiphaniaszeit fchlieBt Daher mit einer ernjten War- 
nung an un8; denn in unferm Tert zeigt uns Chrijtus, wer ein HMuget, 
feliger Epiphaniasdrift ijt. Bu gleider Beit aber ftellt er uns aud die 
toridten Namendriften und Seudler bor Augen, die aus der Epipha- 
niaSgeit feinen Gegen fiir Zeit und Emigfeit erlangen. Go gebe uns 
Denn der GHeilige Geift die wmahre Kiugheit, dak wir Chrifti Rede hore 
und tun, fo dah wir aus Gnaden durd) den Glauben etwig felig werden! 

%. TM. 
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Septuagefima. 
Ruf. 10, 38—42. 


Matth. 20,28 im Zujammenhang. Wiewohl YEfus dies fo deut- 
Yich erflart hat, gibt e3 dod) Taufende, die nicht verjtehen, marum des 
Menjden Sohn auf die Erde gefommen ijt. Die berfehrte und redjte 
Wuffaffung feiner Mijfion unter den Menjfchenfindern lernen twir aus 
unjerm Tert. 


Wie Martha und Maria die Sendung de3 Menfdenfohnes veritanden. 


1. Martha hatte eine falfdhe Vorftellung, 
2. Maria dagegen die redhte Auffaffung feiner 
Wufgabe hier auf Erden. 


1. 


Martha twwar allen Ernftes beflijjen, dem HSErrn YEfu gu dienen. 
Sie machte fich viel gu fdaffen, xzequsonaro, war fehr in Anfprud ge- 
nommen, distracted. Gie ging gang und gar in ihrem Beftreben auf, e3 
dem HErrn in ihrem Hauje lieblic) und heimatlid zu machen. Gie 
wollte nod mehr Hande, Marias, gu feinem Dienfte merben. Maria 
hatte geholfen, und nun hatte fie fie allein gelaffen, xaréd:xev. Gie war 
allem Unfdein nach hidhjt erregt, wahridheinlicd) fogar emport, dak ihre 
Sdhwefter ihre Hande nicht regte in dem Dienjte deffen, den fie ertabhlt 
hatte. Der HErr erfannte ihre Freundlicdfeit und Dienftfertigfeit mit 
deutliden Worten an: Du Haft viel Gorge (innerlidh) und Miihe 
(augerlid). 

Hatte nun Martha mit ihrer Vielgefchaftigfeit und in ihrem auf- 
ridtigen Gifer twirflid) das Ridtige getroffen? Qn den Augen ihrer 
Mitmenfden mufte ihr Tun glangen. Gie felbjt fand groges Gefallen 
daran. Der HErr aber nidjt, weil fie damit betwie3, dak fie nidjt ver- 
ftand oder wenigiten3 bet diefer Gelegenheit e3 ganz auger adt lief, 
da des Menfdjen Sohn nicht gefommen ift, fich dienen gu laffen; nidjt 
dagu, dah wir ihm bon Nugen und Vorteil fein follen, fondern Dak er 
uns bon Nugen und Vorteil fei. Wie ernjtlid) warnend flingen dod die 
Worte: , Martha, Marthal Wiel Sorge,... eins aber“! 

Martha geigte nur gu deutlid, dah fie auf dem beften Wege war, 
aus Lohnfudt und Selbjtitberhebung zu dienen. Gie blidte auf Maria 
Herab, als fei fie miigig. Sie bielt fich fiir beffer. Pharifaifdher Sinn. 
wndem fie ihr eigen Werk fo hoch erhob, verfleinerte fie Den Dienft, den 
SEfus Maria leijtete und den er ihr leiften wollte. 

: Gibt e3 nicht auch unter uns Manner und Weiber, die den Martha- 
finn und -geift an den Zag legen? Wielgefdhaftigteit ijt ihr Ruin. Sie 
wollen glangen mit ihrem Tun fiir die Kirche. Sie maden fic fo viel 
gu idaffen, dag fie faft gang vergeffen, dak SEfus in die Welt gefommen 
it, UM uns gu Dienen und uns gu geben, was twir fiir Zeit und Cwigteit 
Notig haben. Das heutige social gospel, dDa8 nichts anderes bedeutet, 





186 Dispofitionen iiber die ECifenacher Coangelienreibhe. 


als dak die Kirche fic) im Bntereffe des Gemeintwefens betatigen foll, 
befiere Stadtverwaltung, Sefampfung der Schwindfudt und dergleiden, 
ijt nur darauf gugefpibt, das gange Chriftentum in dem Dienjt gu fuden, 
Den tir dem Hehren Vorbild Chrifto leijten follen. Diefes elende Men- 
fGenevangelium ijt ein Zerrbild, eine Frabe des Chriftentums. Gott 
betwabre un8 dabor! Er betwahre uns vor gefebtreiberijden Pajtoren! 
Gr betwahre uns vor Paftoren, die mit den Wolfen heulen und das popu- 
fare social gospel verfiindigen! 
2. 

Maria diente nicht, fondern lief fic) dDienen. GScheinbar faul, legte 
fie bie Gande in den Schok. Aber fie hirte der Rede FEfu gu. Sie 
handelte nad dem Wort: ,,.Tue deinen Mund weit auf; lak mid ihn 
fiillen | “ 

Sid fo von dem HErrn YEjus dienen lafjen, das, fagt der HErr, 
ijt dad gute Teil, das notwendige Teil, das bleibende Teil. CSiehe Lert. 
Ym Worte jdHenkt fic BEfus felbjt. Bm Worte gibt er feine Gnade, 
feinen Geift, feinen Frieden. Durch fein Wort entgiindet und jtark er 
den Glauben, ertvectt und mebhrt er die Liebe, ftarft und befeftigt er die 
Hoffnung. Aus feiner Liebe, die wir im Worte erfennen und ergreifen, 
mu unjere Liebe herbvorgehen. Das ijt der eingige Dienjt, der ihm 
angenehm ijt. Wus feiner Liebe ijt Marias Dienfi herborgegangen, 
Soh. 12, 3. 

Wenn wir doch immer erfennen twollten, dag de3 Menjdhen Sohn 
gefommen ijt, DaB er un3 diene! Das — und da8 allein — ift das Wejen 
deS Chrijtentums, dak ich Chriftum al3 meinen Heiland und Crlofer 
im Glauben ergreife, dah ich mix fo gunube made, twas er mir gu Dient 
geleiftet hat. Dak e3 mit unfern Werken oft jo jchwach beftellt tft, fommt 
bloR daher, dak unfer Glaube an den Heiland, der fich felbft fiir uns 
Dargegeben Hat, nicht ftarf genug ijt. Dak wir ihn dann aus feinem 
Worte immer beffer fennenlernen, das ijt das gute, notwendige, 
etvige Teil. . ©. W. B. 





Seragefima. 
¥ oh. 11, 20—27. 


Wie das Evangelium de3 lebten Sonntags, fo verfebt uns auch das 
heutige Changelium in den Kreis diefer mit YEfu fo eng befreundeten 
Familie. Dort mute SEfus Martha tadeln, ihr ein ernftes, mahnendes 
Wort gurufen. Hier geigt e3 fich, dak Martha diejfe Mahnung des Heir 
TandeS gu Sergen genommen hat. Gie erfdeint als Erempel twabhren 
Glaubens. 

Martha ein herrlides Veifpiel edhten Chrijtenglaubens. 

1. Sie Halt fig an ifren Seiland, aud wenn fit 

feine Wege nidt verfteht. 

2. Gie traut feinem Wort, aud wenn fie nod 

nigts bon feiner Oilfe fiebt. 
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B. 20.21. €3 fcdeint ein leifer Vorwurf durch die Worte hindurd- 
guflingen. Martha verfteht nicht recht, warum der HErr fo eigene Wege 
mit ibnen gegangen ijt. Gr hatte fie ja alle lieb, Soh. 11,5.36. Warum 
hatte er Denn RKranfheit einfehren laffen? Warum war er nidt gefom- 
men, alg fie ihm Botichaft gefandt batten? Warum hatte er, wenn er 
nidt fommen fonnte, nidt aus der Ferne geholfen wie jenem RKinigi- 
fen? Boh. 4,50. Solche und abnlice Fragen werden dem Sdhwejtern- 
paar ohne Biweifel in Oitlle und Fiille gefommen fein. Vgl. Yoh. 11, 
82.37. Reine der beiden Schweftern fann die HGandlungsiweife des 
HErrn berjtehen. 

Uhnlide Fragen drangen fich jedem Chrijten auf, wenn er auf die 
Wege, die er oder andere gefiihrt werden, achtet. Wieviel Geheimnis- 
bolles, Ratjelhafte3, Ounkles fommt ihm da bor! Wie oft finden wir 
in dDer Schrift die Frage: Warum? Giehe 3. B. Pj. 10, 1.13; 42,10; 
44,10.24; 74,1.11; 80,13; Sef.63,17; Ser. 14,8.9.19. Diefe 
Srage ijt an fic) nicht unrecht, hat doch FEjus felbjt fo gefragt, Matth. 
27,46. Mur mifeht fic) bet uns Chriften gar gu leicht fiindlicer Vor- 
wurf in die Frage. Da heift eS dem Veifpiel der Martha folgen. 

Wenn Martha aud nicht verjteht, warum der OErr jo handelt, fo 
wird fie dod) nicht irre an ifm. Gonjt mare fie nicht gu ifm gegangen, 
fobald fie bon feiner Wnfunft gehirt hatte. CGonft hatte fie ifn mit Vor- 


wiirfen iiberhauft, fic) vielleidht ganglid) von ihm ToSgefagt. Michts von 
allebem. %.21 und, noc) flarer, 22 zeigt, da fie noch bolles Butrauen 
gu ihrem Geiland hat. 

Lafjen wir uns nidt in unferm Glauben an den Geiland irre- 
maden, auch wenn er fic) alS verborgenen Gott erweift! Nef. 45,15. 
Rernen wir glauben: Mim. 8, 28.35; Jef. 49, 14—16 und mit Paulo 
fpreden: Rim. 11, 33—36. 


2 


B.23. Liebevoll twendet fich SEfus an Martha. Wenn ein Vorz- 
wurf in ihren Worten lag, fo iiberfieht er ihn, wie ja der Heiland itber- 
haupt die Mangel und Gebreden feiner Chriften gudect und nur das 
Gute fieht und fich itber ihren Glauben freut, mag er auch nod) fo fdiwad 
fein. Diefen Glauben fucht er gu ftarfen; pdaher die herrlide BVer- 
heigung in 8.23. Gr erreicht feinen Swed. Martha begeugt ihren 
Glauben. Sie wei} wohl, felbjt wenn fie gegenwartig nur Tod und 
Veriwefung fieht, dak e3 nicht immer fo bleiben wird. Gie meik, dah 
Gott nidt ijt ein Gott der Toten, fondern der Lebendigen, Matth. 
22,32. — Nun gibt ihr YEjus eine weitere fiftlide Verheikung. C3 
gibt ein Leben trok de3 Sterbens, da8 wir nod durcymadjen miiffen, ein 
Xeben, das eben dies Sterben feines Schrecens beraubt, dak e3 in Wahr- 
heit fein Sterben mehr ift, fondern nur Durdgang gu wahrem Leben, da 
wit aus dem Sterben auferftehen werden. Und die} Auferjtehen, dies 
Leben, liegt nicht in fweiter Zufunft. Diefe Auferftehung, diefes Leben, 
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fteht bor dir. Yoh bin e3, und ich fann meine Kraft gu irgendeiner Zeit 
betatigen. Bgl. Yoh. 5,25. Welch inhaltreidhe Verheigung, fonderlid 
fiir die itber Lazarus’ Tod betriibte Schwefter! Dann folgt die pritfende, 
Das Nnnerfte durdhforfdende Frage: ,Glaubjt du das?” Werheipung 
twie Frage Glauben fordernd, Glauben locdend, Glauben eriwecend. 
Durd Verheifung wie Frage offenbart YCjus, dak er in Wahrheit ijt 
Wuferftehung und Leben. Und Martha? Gie glaubt, auch wenn fie 
noc) nichts fieht. Pepisteuka, id) ftehe im Glauben, will auch nicht 
twanfen, das foll mein Glaube fein und bleiben, dak du bijt ujiw. Schoner 
hatte fie ihr tiefes Verjtandnis der Worte FEfu nicht ausdriicen fonnen. 
Sit er Gottes Sohn, dann ijt ihm nichts unmiglicg, dann muff er Leben 
und Wuferjtehung fein. Bit er auf die Erde gefommen, dann gilt all fein 
Werf und Tun den Kindern diefer Erde, dann hat auch fie teil daran. 
Halten auch wir uns an die herrliden Verheifungen, die in fo 
groper Fille im Wort der Schrift uns gegeben find! Geien wir geiwif: 
2RKor. 1,20! (Lied 241.) ®. &. 


= 
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I. Amerika. 


Aus der Synode. Was im Kalender unjerer fiidamerifanifden 
Synodalgenofjen gu finden ijt, dariiber berichtet C. H. W. im ,,Rirdenblatt“ 
bon Porto Alegre: ,,Diefer feinem Qnbhalte nach in Siidamerifa eingig 
Daftehende Kalender ift in feinem fedhften Sahrgang erfdienen. Wie all- 
jabrlich, fo findet fic) auch dieSmal wieder nur mirflid) guter, eintwand- 
freier, belehrender und erbaulider Lefeftoff darin. Er fann deshalb nidt 
warm yenug empfohlen werden und follte gewif in feinem lutherijden 
Haufe feblen. Auer einem AUrtifel iiber die Augsburgifde Ronfeffion und 
givei Gemeindegefdidten, einer aus Brajilien und einer aus Argentinien, 
enthalt er eine Angabhl fleiner Gefdhidten und Crgahlungen. Wir wollen 
nur ,Gine anjtrengende Wodje‘, ,Stwas bom Vater Gowert’ und ,Sdalli 
herausgreifen. Unter Mundfdau’ werden dem Lefer die twidhtigften Be- 
gebenbheiten deS bergangenen QYahres in der Welt im Lidhte des Worted 
Gottes furg vor Augen gefiihrt. ,Landwirt{daftliches’ wird befonders auf 
dem Lande mit Yntereffe gelefen werden. Auerdem findet der Lefer die 
Adreffen unferer Paftoren und Lehrer fotwie unferer Gemeinden, Predigt- 
und Miffionsplabe vergeidjnet. Durch die grofe Angahl von Angeigen 
Hat der Kalender eine erheblide Vergriperung erfahren. Wlle3 in allem: 
der Kalender ift e3 tmwobhl tert, dak er gefauft und auch gelefen wird. 
Reiner berfaume e8 daber, ihn bei feinem Pajtor gu beftellen.” Der Verlag 
in Porto Alegre fiigt aber die Nachridt Hingu: ,Schon vollftandig aus- 
berfauft.“ . B. 

iiber Luther ,,Grobheit” lajen wir im ,utherifden Gerold“: G8 
gibt immer nod Leute, die uns Lutheranern die ,Grobheit’ Luthers vor- 
twerfen und fic) ihres Helden als eines viel feineren Gefellen riihmet. 
Des migen fie fich briiften; aber das mégen fie fic) merfen, dah der sgrobe' 
Luther aller Sdhalfheit feind war und vom Politifus auch fein Harlem 
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an fich hatte. Hodren wir dod), tad der fanfte Magifter Philipp Melancdthon 
iiber dDiefe ,Grobbeit‘ gu fagen hat: ,€3 haben etlidje, fonft guthergige Leute 
geflagt, dak Luther heftiger getvefen, als fich’Ss gebiihrt. Xch will hier feinen 
Teil beilegen, fondern antivorten, was Erasmus oft gejagt hat: Gott hat 
diefer lebien Zeit, wo grofe Kranfheit iiberhand genommen, aud) einen 
fdharfen Urgt gegeben. Auch leugne ich felbft nicht, dak folch heftige Neigung 
gulveilen fiindige; denn e8 ift niemand in diefer fdwachen Natur ohne alle 
Gebredjen. Dod) wenn inde3 jemand fo ift, wie die Alten von Herkules 
und Cimon gefagt haben: Gr ift gwar nidt immer Hoflicd, fonjt aber gut 
und aufridtig, fo ijt er ein Biedermann und billig gu oben, und two jemand 
in der Kirche, wie Paulus fpricht, ritterlich ftreitet und den Glauben und 
guteS Getvijjen behalt, fo ift er Gott gefallig und auch bon uns in Ehren 
gu halten. Wir wiffen, ein folder war Luther. Denn er hat beftandig die 
reine Lehre verfodten und fein Getwifjen unbefledt erhalten. %uch mup 
ein jeder, der ihn recht erfennt, begeugen, dak er ein fehr giitiger Pann 
getwefen und unter jeinen Freunden fic) immerdar liebreich ergeiget, nie 
aber eigenfinnig und ganfijd. Und e3 mar dod) dabei ein Ernjt in feinem 
Wejen, als einem folden Manne gebiihret. Murg, e3 war in ihm ein Herg 
ohne Faljd und ein freundlider Mund.‘“ Cinige Mtonate vorher lafjen 
wir in einem andern amerifanifd-lutherifden Rirchenblatt ein anders ge- 
arteteS Urteil itber Luther3 Grobheit. Da wurde Luther gwar aud) ent- 
{duldigt, aber vornehmlic) durd) den iiblicden Sintweis darauf, dak gu jener 
Zeit Grobheit allgemeiner Ujus war. Bugleich wurde aber in diefem Blatt 
auf Luther3 Sehrift , Wider das Papfttum gu Rom, bom Teufel geftiftet“ 
(1545) hingedeutet in dem Ginne, dak befonders in diefer Schrift ein Bei- 
fpiel bon anftigiger Grobbheit borliege. Go haben fdon viele gedadt. 
Luther felber ijt fich betwupt und fpricdht e3 aud) aus, dah er in diefer Schrift 
befonder8 grob fei. Gr fchreibt (St. 2. XVII, 1087): ,,Adh, mein Lieber 
Bruder in Chrifto, abt mir’s ja gugut, wo ich hier oder ander3ivo fo grob 
rede bon dem Ieidigen, verfluchten, ungeheuren Monjtro zu Mom. Wer 
meine Gedanfen wei, der muh fagen, dah ich ihm biel, viel, viel gu twenig 
tue und mit feinen Worten noc Gedanfen erlangen fann die fchandlice, 
bergiweifelte Lajterung, die er treibt mit dem Wort und Namen Chrifti, 
unjers lieben OErrn und Heilands, lacht danach in die Faujt, als habe er 
deS Narren Chrijti und feiner Chrijten, die ihm folde Gloffen glauben, 
fein gefpottet, und dod) groke Rompa vorgibt, als fei er Chrifti Vicarius 
und twolle alle Welt felig madjen mit feiner Heiligkeit.” Mit diefer Schrift 
hat e8 eine befondere Betwandtnis. Sie ijt veranlakt durch gtwei iiberaus 
unberfdamte Sdhreiben de3 Papftes Paul III. an den Kaifer Karl V., weil 
diefer fic) anmafe, in Glaubensfaden anders gu urteilen al der Papft. 
Diefes Verbredjen hatte der Kaifer namentlich dadurch begangen, dak er 
im Reidhstagsabjdied von Speier (1544) den Proteftanten ein freies deutfdjes 
Rongil gugeftand. Der Papft fordert, da der Raifer alles widerrufe. 
Wenn da3 nicht gefdjehe, fo werde er, der Papft, hartere Magregeln gegen 
ben Kaijfer ergreifen. Gelbft fatholifde Fiirften wiinfdjten, dak Luther 
gegen Diefe papftliden Unberfdhamtheiten die Feder ergreife. Des Kaifers 
Bruder, Ninig Ferdinand, urteilte: Wenn die bijen Worte Heraus twaren, 
fo hatte ber Luther nicht iibel gefdjrieben.“ Was dem Lefer, der die Gadh- 
lage nicht naber fennt und iiberdenft, anftépig erjdeint, ijt die Tatfade, 
bak Luther gur Scilderung der Greuel de3 Papfttums gleichnisweife von 
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RKérperteilen und deren Funktionen redet, iiber die man in der Regel fchtweigt. 
Nachdem Luther daran erinnert hat, dah der Papft von feinen eigenen 
Theologen und Yuriften gerichtet und geftraft wird, fahrt er fort: ,,3ch ridte 
und ftrafe ifn [den Papft] traun aud) nicht, ohne dah ich fage, er fet bom 
Teufel Hintenaus geboren, voller Teufel, Liigen, Gotteslajterung” ujw., 
und nun folgt eine langere Uufgahlung greulider Dinge, die der Papft aus 
feinem eigenen Snnern heraus in die Welt gefebt hat. Wher man fet aud 
in begug auf diefen Punk mit feinem Urteil iiber Luthers Grobheit vor- 
fichtig, weil der Heilige Geift, der dod) einen fo ,reinen Mund und Feder 
hat twie irgendein Menfch”, in der Geiligen Schrift mahrlich nicht felten 
nihambare Dinge” beriihrt, Phil. 3,8; Matth. 15,17; Mark. 7,19; Hefet. 
16, 15 ff.; Offenb. 17, 1 ff. 8. B. 
What about the Doctrine of Inspiration? — Kirchliche Zeit- 
schrift, November, 1929, publishes a review of Dr. John A. W. Haas’s 
book What Ought I to Believe? stating that “it is a book written by 
a mature scholar and a Christian of much experience, and it will 
appeal to thinking Lutherans who are troubled by the conflicting 
voices of the leaders of thought in our age.” On the conflict regard- 
ing evolution the reviewer states: “Haas solves the problem, creation 
or evolution, by accepting creation through evolution (V).” The 
troubled Lutheran would certainly care to know where the reviewer 
stands on this matter. And as to the conflict regarding inspiration 
the review summarizes chapter II thus: “We accept authority in 
religion, not because of any church decree concerning infallibility, 
but because we sense and feel the claim of divine truth through the 
convictions it has wrought in us.” We have a right to know whether 
the reviewer agrees with this statement, particularly whether he agrees 
with it as elucidated in the book. We know what Dr. Haas thinks of 
the infallibility and inspiration of the Bible. The book declares: 
“The early position of Protestant doctrine put an infallible Bible over 
against an infallible organization. It is supposed that the original 
manuscripts of the books of the Bible were without error in every 
detail. No one ever saw or can prove such an infallible set of books; 
but their existence is made an article of faith.... What the theo- 
logian calls the Word of God, namely, the spiritual content of the 
Bible, is an authority of freedom. It is not dependent upon a prior 
acceptance of an infallible record or any doctrine of inspiration.” 
What does the reviewer think of the inspiration and infallibility of 
the Bible, the Word of God? E. 
Cine Drohung mit Predigern weibliden Gefdledhts. Der Lutheran 
Companion (Auguftanafynode) fpridt eine Drohung aus, wenn fic) in Bur 
funft nicht mehr junge Manner fir den Dienft im Predigtamt bvor- 
bereiten, alS dies bisher der Fall war. Diefe Drohung geht nad) einem 
Bericht im News Bulletin dabhin, dah die Synobde fich veranlakt feben 
midte, dem Mangel an mannlidjen Predigern durd) Prediger weib- 
liden Gefdledhts abgubelfen. Xn diefem Zufammenhang wird auf die 
Tatjache Hingetwiefen, da junge Manner bon der Vorbereitung auf das 
Predigtamt durd den gu ertwartenden geringen Gebhalt und die Midit- 
verforgung im Wlter abgefdjredt werden. Auch Luther meift auf dice 
Gefabr hin, wenn er 3.B. fagt: ,Diefe Nargheit [in der leiblidjen Bers 





Theological Observer. — Rirdlich-Zeitgefchidtlices. 141 


jorgung der Prediger] jdrectt die am beften begabten Kipfe vom Dienft 
der Kirche ab. Denn nicht alle haben die Geiftesftarfe und die Beftandig- 
feit, da fie fiir die allerjdwerjten Arbeiten nur Hak und Hunger entgegen- 
nehmen modten. Und vornehmlid) einem Chemanne fann nichts Schiwe- 
rere3 begegnen, al3 wenn er Weib und Kinder darben fieht, die er, wenn er 
in einen andern Stand trate, glangend ernahren finnte.“ (XIV, 1050.) 
Berner mahnt Luther, dak man die, fo im Amt find, alfo Halte, dak fie 
ihre Wmte$ twarten, dem Studieren obliegen und nicht entweder Nahrung 
halben gar davon laffen oder mit andern Handeln miiffen umgehen”. 
(XIII, 8.) WAnbdererfeits erinnert Luther daran: ,Cin frommer Prediger 
forgt nur dafiir, dDagB er fein Umt recht ausridte, damit den Geelen ge- 
holfen twerde; adhtet nicht, ob er nidjt viel davon friegt, ja allerlet dagu 
leiden mug, ... laffet’s Gott befohlen fein, two er gu effen friege uftv., 
troftet fic) aber eines andern Schage3, dDarum er foldjes alles tut, in jenem 
Leben, welder fo grofR ift, daB alle Ungliid’, fo er Hier leidet, viel gu ge- 
ringe Dagegen find.“ (VII, 562.) Aud) Walther (Pajtorale, S. 61) unter- 
lagt eS nicht, Hieran gu erinnern, wenn er fofreibt: ,Bor allem aber 
bergeffe der Prediger nie, dak nicht Menfchen, fondern der HErr, deffen 
Knecht er ijt, fiir fein und der Seinigen armes Leben forge und das, je 
geringer fein Lohn in diefer Welt ift, eine defto fchinere Krone ihm dort 
beigelegt fei, fo er Glauben halte bis ans Ende.“ Walther fhliet hieran 
die folgenden Worte von Luther: ,,Was fragen wir danadh? Wir, fo der 
undanfbaren Welt dienen, haben die Verheigung und Hoffnung de3 Himmel 
reids, und wird die Crjtattung und BVergeltung diefes unfers Yammers 
fo grogR fein, dag tir aud) un fehr fdelten werden, dak wir um folder 
Veradtung und Undanfbarfeit willen der Welt uns jemals eine Trane 
oder Geufger haben entfallen [afjen. Warum, werden wir fagen, haben 
wir nicht nod) etivas Schtwereres erlitten? Hatte id) doch nimmermehr 
geglaubt, dah eine foldje grope Herrlidfeit im eigen Leben fein tiirde; 
denn fonjt wollte ich deffen feine Scheu getragen haben, wenn id) aud 
nod) viel mehr hatte leiden follen.” (St. &. II, 1287.) Weide Teile follen 
gu Hergen nehmen: Cin jeder lern’ fein’ eftion, fo wird e3 wohl im Haufe 
ftohn. . B. 
Fictitious Unity. — The American Federation of Lutheran 
Brotherhoods is an enthusiastic exponent of it. This body, made up 
of members of the United Lutheran Church, the Norwegian Lutheran 
Church, Augustana, Iowa, Ohio, and several other synods, has for 
its major objective Lutheran unity. Its second biennial convention 
was in session October 30 and 31, 1929, in Chicago and was attended 
by 94 pastors and 215 laymen. 

The reporter for the Lutheran (November 14, 1929) is convinced 
that these men are one in doctrine. “Another characteristic was the 
evident desire to harness the man-power of the Church for economic 
reasons and for the more effective advance of the Kingdom. Dr. More- 
head remarked that, according to synodical statements made by the 
officers of the several bodies, as recorded at Washington, D. C.,— and 
not less than nine were represented at the convention, — they agree 
in all essential points. Dr. Morehead’s slogan was ‘unity’ rather than 
‘anion.’ Throughout the entire convention not one discordant note 
was sounded. There was no effort to obliterate synodical lines. There 
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was full acknowledgment of nationalistic differences which still obtain. 
Each group has certain practises peculiar to itself. These distinctions 
must be recognized. Synodical traditions are not readily cast aside. 
It was perhaps because of these liberal constructions that there was 
such a fine spirit of fraternalism. One was made to feel that he was 
back in the apostolic times when it was said, ‘How these Christians 
love one another!’ Some one said, ‘We all look alike. Why cannot 
we be one? So are they one. One in doctrine. One in spirit. For 
the present, more is not essential. The Lord of all will take care of 
the future.... Dr. Fandrey, president of the Iowa Synod, Dr. C. C. 
Hein, president of the Joint Synod of Ohio, and Dr. G. A. Brandelle, 
president of the Augustana Synod, were the spokesmen (at the ban- 
quet) of their respective bodies. Dr. Fandrey believes that the men 
of the Iowa Synod are better churchgoers than those of some other 
synods, and the need of brotherhood work is not so evident. Dr. Hein 
wants full agreement in all essentials first. Dr. Brandelle believes 
that this body of men can be a great spiritual asset to the Church. ... 
Dr. T. F. Gullixson was the chief speaker at the banquet. He referred 
to the celebration of the anniversary of the Catechism, the use of it 
by the fathers and mothers of long ago. Dr. Gullixson has learned that 
for some provincial Lutherans it is easier to cross over the line into 
some Reformed Church than it is to cross a synodical line within our 
own Lutheran body. Dr. Gullixson left a fine impression upon his 
audience.” 

The Brotherhood is deluding itself. The unity extolled at Chi- 
cago is a fictitious one. The “nationalistic differences” and “synod- 
ical traditions” would leave the unity unimpaired; but the synods 
there represented are not one in doctrine. There is the vital difference 
on inspiration and the sola gratia. The synods of the Federation are 
not one in these doctrines. Dr. Hein had these things in mind when 
he “wanted full agreement in all essentials first.” And while Dr. More- 
head, according to the Lutheran, stated that these bodies agree in 
all essential points, according to the Lutheran Church Herald, “he 
[Dr. Hein] laid down as the first principle that there must be first 
of all unity in the truth, in doctrine. To try to find unity by working 
together and ignoring creeds is not the true principle of Christian 
unity.” It is rather a pernicious form of unionism. And both those 
who “because of these liberal constructions” are ready to practise 
fraternalism and those who in spite of the recognized difference in 
essentials are ready to cooperate in church activities are practising 
unionism. 

As to Dr. Gullixson’s statement, — indifferentism as applied to the 
relations between the Lutheran and the Reformed churches merits the 
rebuke he administers; but indifferentism practised in intra-Lutheran 
relations is unionism still. His address (printed in the Lutheran 
Church Herald) eloquently extols the treasure of the Lutheran 
Church, the Catechism. But when he states: “In these streams are 
the murmurs of children reciting, of people singing, of groups con- 
fessing, their faith, of men preaching, and, behold, when alien tongues 
merge into the common language of America, each stream finds the 
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other in possession of like precious faith itself,” he is speaking of 
a fictitious unity. — Unless this fiction be speedily destroyed, it will 
lead to full church-fellowship among the congregations of the synods 
of the Federation. 

The Lutheran of November 28, 1929 reports: “A joint Reforma- 
tion service of all the churches of the Joint Synod of Ohio and of 
the United Lutheran Church in America which are in Columbus, O., 
and vicinity was held recently in the Central High School Audi- 
torium. ... The service was in charge of the following pastors: 
R. E. Golladay, D. D., Grace Church (Joint Synod); Rev. C. A. 
Robertson, Indianola Church; Rev. H. E. Haas, Hilltop Church; 
Rev. Lewis P. Speaker, First Church. Excellent music was furnished 
by the choir of ninety voices under the direction of Rev. Ellis E. 
Snyder of Capital University. It is hoped that this meeting will be 
but the first of many such joint services and cooperative endeavors.” 
We do not believe that all the churches of the Ohio Synod partici- 
pated. There is surely a mistake in the report. The churches (or 
church) that have participated have made themselves liable to synod- 
ical discipline. We are sure that the hope expressed in the Lutheran’s 
last sentence will be disappointed. We are sure that the great majority 
of the Ohio people would subscribe to the paragraph on “church- 
fellowship” in the late Intersynodical Theses: “Church-fellowship, 
that is, mutual recognition of Christians as brethren of the faith and 
their cooperation in church activities, presupposes, according to God’s 
Word and our Confessions, their agreement in the pure doctrine of the 
Gospel and in the confession of the same by word and deed. (Matt. 
7,15; Rom.16,17; ete.) Ignoring doctrinal differences existing at 
the time when church-fellowship is being established and maintained 
or declaring them to be of no import, is unionism, which fictitiously 
presents a unity that does not exist.” E. 


Death of Prominent Baptist Pastor. — When, several months 
ago, Dr.John Roach Straton, pastor of Calvary Baptist Church in 
New York, died, a picturesque figure disappeared from the stage of 
American religious life. Dr. Straton was known as a Fundamentalist 
who attacked Modernism without fear and without kid gloves. His 
defense of the Bible truths against the propounders of the evolution 
theory will long be gratefully remembered. Unfortunately, he was 
a dyed-in-the-wool sensationalist, whose vagaries and eccentricities in 
this direction undoubtedly brought much reproach on the cause of 
the Scriptures. A. 

Verbreitung Neuer Teftamente in Lateinifd-Amerifa. Der ,,Friedens- 
bote” jdjreibt: ,Wie uns aus Merifo berictet wird, beabfidtigt man in 
begug auf diefes Land die Verbreitung von nicht weniger al3 250,000 Neuen 
Xeftamenten. P. Davis, der im vorigen Mai Merxifo bereifte, lapt fich diefe 
‘Uufgabe befonders angelegen fein, naddem er bereits in friiheren Jahren 
‘Ahnlid fiir die Vibelverbreitung in China und Korea getwirkt hat. Gegen- 
Wartig befindet er fic) in England und macht aud) dort Stimmung fiir dad 
Merxito gugedadhte Unternehmen. Die Hauptarbeit foll im Yabre 19380 aus- 
Gefiibrt therden, und die evangelifden WArbeiter in Mexifo begeichnen fie als 
ein Werk von gang befonderer Bedeutung fiir das Land.” Die Verbreitung 
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Der Bibel in allen Landern der Welt, wie wir fie Hheutgutage vor Augen 

haben, gehort mit gu dem Gegen, den die Reformation, insbefondere dad 

heldenmiitige Beugnid der Lutheraner gu Augsburg vor vierhundert Yabren, 

der Welt gebradt hat. Auch daran wollen wir denfen, wenn twir diefe3 Yahr 

das bierhunbdertjabrige Qubilaum der Augsburgifden Ronfefjion feiern. 
¥. T. Me. 







Is the Unity School of Christianity Christian ? — This sect is 
also known by the name of Truth Students or simply Unity. A good, 
brief description of it is given in the “Open Letter Notes” of the Sun- 
day-school Times, which writes: “Unity, like Christian Science, is 
unscriptural and antichristian because it denies the fact of sin, man’s 
need of a Savior, and the Gospel of salvation through the shed blood 
of Christ as the sinners’ Substitute and Savior. Unity identifies man 
and God. That is the meaning of the word that designates this false 
and deadly religion. It teaches that there is no sin, sickness, or death 
and no Satan, or devil. It even goes to the blasphemous extreme that 
‘man represents I AM identity.’ They make such statements as: “The 
I AM, or Christ’; ‘In his true estate, man is the Christ’; ‘In mind 
both Jehovah and Jesus mean I AM’; ‘I AM is man’s self-identity.’ 

“A valuable study of the subject is a booklet by C. E. Putnam, 
The Unity School of Christianity and What Its Teachings Reveal. 
(Bible Institute Colportage Association, 843 North Wells Street, Chi- 
cago, 25 cts.)” 

Since the Unity School of Christianity, as we understand, regu- 
larly broadcasts its “services” and thus preaches its errors to thou- 
sands, the information here given may be of value to our pastors whose 
parishioners may listen in to such broadcasts. J.T. M. 

Liberalism a Narcotic to Mission Enterprise. — Under the 
heading “Why the Halt in Foreign Missions?” Dr. W. M. Turnbull in 
the Sunday-school Times advances the well-founded claim that “Lib- 
eralism is a narcotic to mission enterprise.” He writes (in part): 
“The issue of Liberalism must be squarely faced by denominational 
organizations as the primary hindrance to any large advance. There 
is much encouragement in the fact that in a recent conference on 
missionary preparation, attended by representatives of the principal 
Foreign Missions boards and training-schools of the United States 
and Canada, two important admissions were made, even though Lib- 
erals protested their inclusion in the report: ‘a) Unitarianism leads 
to sterility of propagating power; b) Religious Liberalism has yet to 
reveal the dynamic passion which missionary ministry requires.’ 

“Tf the men who advanced these statements could catch the ear 
of the Christian public, they would render important service to the 
whole missionary world. When a missionary magazine publishes, 
even with editorial questioning, an article containing the statement 
that ‘missionaries no longer go to India to make Christians out of 
Hindus, but to make Hindus better Hindus,’ the ordinary layman is 
outraged. Questions regarding the message and meaning of Christ 
which attempt to undermine His claim to be the world’s only Savior, 
may not disturb the faith of missionary contributors very nruch, but 
they do undermine confidence in the leadership of the men who harbor 
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them. Most missionary enthusiasts have been educated on the Bible 
and revere the achievements of men who were heroes of the historic 
faith. They have not read of any missionary successes on the part of 
Liberals that would lead to offering them substantial support. In- 
dividuals repeatedly stated: ‘Although I am a loyal church-member, 
I do not give through our board, because I am not sure of its sound- 
ness.’ Suspicion of Liberalism is deadening missionary interests in 
the denominations. The people must be satisfied thoroughly before 
there can be any hope for a forward move.” 

The point here made is certainly well worth considering. Deny 
the truth of Christianity, disavow the precious Gospel-message that 
Jesus Christ is the only Savior of the world and that sinners are 
saved alone through His blood, and no weighty reason whatever is 
left why the Christian Church should send missionaries to the heathen 
countries. If the question of missionary pursuits is merely one of 
making “better men,” then, indeed, the Christian Church ought to 
confine its missionary endeavors to the home country, where there is 
great need of “better Americans.” J.T. M. 

President Hibben’s View Concerning God. — When recently 
the Chicago Seminary (Presbyterian) celebrated its centennial, Presi- 
dent Hibben of Princeton University was one of the speakers. On 
account of the prominent position he occupies, his views on religious 
matters cannot be lightly regarded. In addition, he is a Presbyterian 
minister, who may be supposed to have given some of the best years 
of his life to the undivided study of theology. The subject of his 
address at the aforementioned celebration was “The Concept of God.” 
What he said came dangerously near to the shocking declaration, as 
the Presbyterian puts it, that God is a creature of man rather than 
man a creature of God. This paper quotes him as having said: “It 
has been said that in our modern age we are creating God after our 
own image; but we can conceive of God only after our own image, 
and we justify that conception on the ground that we are made in 
the image of God Himself; for, as St. Paul says: ‘A man is the 
image and glory of God.’ We merely take that divine element, poten- 
tial in us, that enables us to recognize and entertain ideas of wisdom, 
of justice, mercy, goodness, truth, which are imperfectly realized by 
us; and yet we are inevitably constrained in our thoughts to raise 
them to their highest power and then ascribe them as attributes of 
perfection to the Being whom we reverently acknowledge as our God.” 
There you have the characteristic earmark of the theology which we 
call modern. The conclusions reached are not built on revelation, 
but on man’s own observation, intuition, and ratiocinations. A. 

A Scriptural Principle Defended. — The debate on woman’s 
status in the Church alluded to in our last issue is proceeding apace 
in Presbyterian circles, and articles are written on both sides of the 
question, conservatives as well as the innovators, or would-be emanci- 
pators, setting forth their views. From an unexpected quarter, namely, 
from the president of a woman’s college, comes a strong defense of the 
Scriptural position. The writer is Dr. E. D. Warfield, president of the 


Wilson College for Women at Chambersburg, Pa. He places himself 
10 
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on 1 Cor. 14, 34 and 1 Tim. 2, 11. 12 with an emphatic “Thus saith the 
Lord,” stating that “the Bible is the Word of God and the words of 
St. Paul are contained in the Bible and are God’s Word to us.” Some 
of his other ideas are worth being set down here. He agrees with 
Dr. Erdman (Princeton) in the position that the distinction between 
man and woman made by Paul “lies deep down in the facts of human 
nature as originally constituted.” Man seems to possess the greater 
fitness, under existing physical and spiritual conditions, for the post 
of leadership and responsibility in the Church. Woman, however, is 
not inferior in intellect or capacity for strenuous effort and may lay 
claim to superior spirituality and consecration. “Nothing worse could 
happen to the Church than its feminization.” Women themselves will 
not be attracted more by preachers of their own sex than by men in 
the pulpits, and the men who now come to church will hardly remain 
faithful if the preaching will be done by women. While many women 
are good speakers, the “essential power of the pulpit lies in qualities 
which are masculine.” Paul has pointed out a more excellent way 
for women in 1 Tim. 2,15. Then Dr. Warfield lapses into an exegesis 
where we cannot follow him. Child-bearing in this passage really 
means “nurture of children,” he says, adding that this was observed 
long ago. It is true that Chrysostom offered this interpretation, but 
it evidently does violence to the Greek term (teknogonia). But the 
following words of Dr. Warfield strike the right key. “Beginning in 
the home, the place of the Christian woman has been that of the 
mother training her children in godliness, and her children have risen 
up and called her blessed. In the Church she has been not only a will- 
ing hearer, but, like Dorcas, busy with charity. In every field she has 
labored for and with women and children. In all times she has borne 
her full share of the burdens of life for and with man, and in times of 
persecution she has borne more often the pangs of martyrdom than its 
crown, though that crown has been no stranger to her brow. Well as 
she has wrought, her work is not done. She cannot be spared from 
her multiplied labors in Home and Foreign Missions and the service 
of every good cause to take up the work of man.” A. 
The Baptists and Disciples. — Under this heading the Watch- 
man-Examiner reports an attempt at union by two local churches of 
the above-named denominations. Since, however, the union move- 
ment is gradually becoming more general, the writer of the article, 
Dr. A. R. Stark, submits to the subscribers for his periodical for care- 
ful study the “tentative agreement of the Disciple minister,” with 
special emphasis on four points: a) the name of the new church must 
include the words “a church of Christ”; b) the Lord’s Supper must 
be observed by the new church every Sunday; c) the literature of the 
new church must not have on it the name “Baptist.” These, of course, 
as the writer admits, are only “facts of minor importance.” But there 
is a fourth point of greater importance than the foregoing. This is 
expressed in the words: “No one could be saved until he was immersed, 
that his sins were forgiven in the act of immersion.” With this point 
the writer takes issue. He states: — 
“Tt is not fair to assume that this particular Disciples church is 
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a typical church among the Disciples. The present writer hopes that 
it is not typical. But it is one church among the Disciples that holds 
the doctrine ‘be immersed or be damned.’ I should like to know if 
there are any more left that hold such a doctrine. We are entitled 
to information on this subject before our churches are asked to unite 
with the Disciples Church. The reference of tentative plans of union 
to our associations would give an opportunity for denominational 
expression and to gather information concerning local Disciples 
churches.... The unity of a few prominent leaders in both denomi- 
nations is not enough to guarantee that such unity exists among the 
thousands of churches. It would be calamitous for leaders to attempt 
to unite churches that are not in agreement on the great things in 
the spiritual life.” 

Whether the writer is a liberal or a conservative, he does not 
indicate; but insistence on immersion still seems to be a criterion of 
orthodoxy in Baptist circles. The Fundamentalists regard it as abso- 
lutely necessary, whereas the Modernists look upon it as an adiaph- 
oron. But be that as it may, we certainly agree with the last two 
sentences with which the writer closes the passage and wish that all 
of our present-day union-mad denominations would carefully con- 
sider them. If churches are really to unite, there must be unity not 
merely among the prominent leaders, but also among the churches 
themselves. Hence these have a right to be heard even if they voice 
their dissent. That would delay many a church union, not for the 
worse, but for the better. The last sentence ranks highest in im- 
portance; for it certainly is calamitous for leaders to unite churches 
where there is no agreement in doctrine. hE 


II. Ausland. 


Die Torheit antireligidfer Propaganda. Wie die ,U.E. LR.” mite 
teilt, hat der Freidenfer Dr. ©. Wengraf im ,Neuen Wiener Yournal” an 
leitender Stelle ein mutiges Wort gegen die antireligidfe Bropaganda ge- 
tidjtet. Cr fdreibt: ,,Yede antireligidfe Propaganda fdeint mir ein Ver- 
breden. Micht als ob ich ihre friminelle Verfolgung wmiinfdte — gewif 
nicht —, aber ich finde fie unfittlich und verabjdeuungswiirdig. Nidjt aus 
Glaubenseifer — der liegt mir fern —, fondern aus der einfadjen, in langer 
Rebenserfahrung getwonnenen GErfenninis, dah ein religidfer Menfd) unter 
fonft gleidjen Verhaltnifjen glitdlider ift als ein irreligidfer. Wie oft habe 
id in meiner, allem pofitiven Glauben abgetehrien Xndiffereng und Stepfis 
andere Menfcjen beneidet, denen ihre tiefe Religiofitat einen fejten Salt in 
allen Lebensftiirmen gab! Golde Menfdjen feelifd) entwurzeln ijt ein 
{Handlides Beginnen. ... Mir ift alle Profelytenmacheret gutwider. Und 
bod) begreife ich e8 noch, dah einer, der feft itbergeugt ift, im Befik des feligz- 
madenden Glaubens gu fein, dagu auch andere gu befehren fut. Gine 
Propaganda de3 Unglaubens aber begreife id) nicht. Man hat fein Recht, 
einem andern das fdjiibendDe Obdach, und fet e3 aud) nur eine baufallige 
Gitte, gu nehmen, wenn man nidjt fider ijt, ifm ein beffere3, fdhinered3 
Haus bieten gu fonnen. Aber Menjden aus dem ererbten Heim ihrer Seelen 
Yerausguloden, um fie Dann in der Wildnis der Hypothefen und philofophi- 
iden Sragegeidjen fiihrerlos Herumirren gu laffen, da ift verbrecerifder 
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Fatalismus oder verbrecherijder Leidtjinn.” Yn diefer Ausfpradje be- 
tundet fic) da8 mahnende Gewwiffen, dad fich auch felbft noch bet einem Frei- 
denfer findet (bgl. Rim. 2, 15) und jedem, der darauf hort, begeugt, dak 
Chrijtenverfolgungen fo unbverniinftig find, dab fie ihren Urfprung nur im 
Ha gegen die Wahrheit haben (vgl. Yoh. 17, 14). Worte wie die obigen bon 
Dr. Wengraf verdienen e3, daB man darauf adhtet. §. X. Me. 
Mussolini’s Activities Predicted in Revelation 16?—Writing 
in the Presbyterian, Rev. Jos. Taylor Britan, D. D., contributes a 
lengthy article to the discussion of the prospects for world peace. 
His contention is that there will not be any lasting, outward peace 
on earth as long as Jesus Christ is not reigning here, which will not 
happen, says he, till the Millennium sets in. We are here not inter- 
ested in the chiliastic notion expressed by Dr. Britan, from which, 
of course, we dissent, but in his interpretation of Rev. 16, 13. 14. 
According to Dr. Britan, the three unclean spirits which, as St. John 
says, were like frogs and came out of the mouths of the dragon, the 
beast, and the false prophet, can be identified. The dragon (and here 
we all agree with him, because the Bible itself furnishes this explana- 
tion) is Satan. The spirit coming out of his mouth is a different one 
in the various periods of history. In our age it is Bolshevism. On 
the beast the Doctor quotes some exegete, evidently approving of the 
interpretation: “The beast is twofold; territorially, it is the Roman 
Empire; personally, he is the last Roman emperor.” When he con- 
tinues: “Before our eyes, under the magic hand of Mussolini, the 
Roman Empire rises again,” he creates the impression that in his 
view Mussolini is the spirit proceeding out of the mouth of the beast. 
“The false prophet” he seems to regard as a collective term, denoting 
all those that teach pernicious, subversive doctrine; and the spirit 
coming out of their mouths are the individuals who are guilty of 
corrupt teaching. If Dr. Britan thinks that Mussolini is pointed to 
in this passage, that view can, of course, not be proved from Scripture. 
If he wishes to hold such an interpretation as a private, personal one, 
we need not quarrel with him; but he must not demand acceptance of 
it as if it rested on divine revelation. In general we have to say that 
interpretation of this sort had better be avoided, because a few years 
hence it may be proved to have been entirely erroneous, and the 
enemies of the Scriptures may use the occasion to heap ridicule on 
the prophecies of the Bible. A. 
iiber Dentidland friiher und jest driidte fic) nad) einem Beridt der 
Uffogiierten Preffe der Botfdafter de3 Deutfdjen Reichs bei einem in Rel 
Yort abgehaltenen Bankett fo aus: ,Wahrend [in Deutfdland] in der 
Vergangenheit auf die rein intelleftuelle Bildung der gréfte Wert gelegt 
tourde, ift jest die Entwidlung der fogialen, der phyfifden und ber Gefiihls- 
eigenfdjaften die Gauptaufgabe der Erziehung.” Diefe Bemerfung bedatf 
einer Ginfejranfung. Golange das deutfde Volk nod) Luthers Meinen 
RKatehi8mus auswendig lernte, glaubte und in die Praxis umifeste, fourden 
in ber Ergiehung die ,fogialen” Cigenfdaften reidlid pentividelt”. Man 
erinnere fich, weldje herrlidjen fogialen Gigenfdaften Luthers Kleiner 
Katehismus fdjon im erften Gaupiftiié (Bon den Behn Geboten") lebrt 
und einfdarft: Wir follen Gott fiirdten und lieben, dah wir unjerm 
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Nachiten an feinem Leibe feinen Schaden nod Leid tun, fondern ihm elfen 
und fordern in allen eibeSndten”; ferner: ,WWir follen Gott fiirdhten 
und lieben, dak wir feujch und giichtig leben in Worten und Werfen und 
ein jeglider fein Gemabl liebe und ehre“; ferner: ,Wir follen Gott fiirdhten 
und Tieben, dag twir unfers Nachften Geld oder Gut nicht nehmen nod mit 
faljder Ware oder Handel an uns bringen, fondern ifm fein Gut und 
Nahrung helfen beffern und behiiten”; ferner: ,,Wir follen Gott fiirchten 
und lieben, dagB wir unfern Nachften nicht falfehlich beliigen, berraten, 
afterreden oder bifen Leumund machen, fondern follen ifn entfduldigen, 
Gutes von ihm reden und alles gum bejften fehren”; ferner: ,,Wir follen 
Gott fiirdten und lieben, dagR wir unjerm Nachften nicht mit Lijt nach 
feinem Crbe oder Haufe ftehen noch mit einem Schein des Rechts an uns 
bringen, fondern ihm dasfelbe gu behalten firbderlid) und dienftlich fein”; 
ferner: ,Wir follen Gott fiirchten und lieben, dak wir unferm Nachften 
nicht fein Weib, Gejinde oder Vieh abfpannen, abdringen oder abmendig 
macjen, fondern diefelben anhalten, dak fie bleiben und tun, twas fie fdhuldig 
find.” Wabhrlich, ein herrlicjer Unterricht iiber die ,fogialen” Verhaltnifje, 
den das deutjde Volf fchon ,in der Vergangenheit” im erjten Sauptitiid 
de3 Kleinen Katehismus Luthers gehabt Hat! Ferner: Auf die widtige 
srage, woher die Kraft fommen finne, fogial forreft gu Leben (wenn 
das Refultat auch Hinter dem Biel guriicfbleibt), anttwortet Luther im 
aieiten und dritten Hauptitiid des Katedhi8mus, die bom driftliden Glau- 
ben und bom Gebet handeln. Daher haben auch voriges ahr (1929) Manner 
aus allen BVerufsftanden Deutidlands ifr Volf gu Luthers Neinem RKatechis- 
mus guriidgerufen al gu einem Buch, da8 nicht nur die ,,Seligheit3frage”, 
fondern auch die ,,fogiale Frage” Loft. %. ¥. 
iiber die Iutherifde Rirdhe in Norwegen fdfreibt Yvoar Welle, Pajtor 
der lutherifden St. Peterskirde in Oslo, Norwegen: ,,Wie in allen andern 
lutherifden Landern, fo hat die Iutherifde Rirde aud) in Nortwegen ihre 
Feinde. Das find vornehmlich der Rationalismus und Atheismus, die in 
Norwegen allerdings immer ftarfer werden. Diefe beiden find gefahrlide 
Seinde; aber wir trauen Gott gu, dah er noch immer eine fefte Burg, 
ein’ gute Wehr’ und Waffen‘ ijt.” Diefes Vertrauen wird nicht gufdanden 
Werden, twenn die Lutherifde Kirde in Nortwegen bei dem reinen Gvan- 
gelium bleibt und, two fie davon abgetidjen ift, gu dem reinen Cvangelium 
guriidfehrt. — itber die Ausbreitung der romifden Kirde in Norwegen 
beridjtet P. Welle: ,Wahrend der fiinfgig Yabhre, in weldjen die tatholifae 
Kirdhe verfucht Hat fic) in Nortwegen feftgufeben, find iiber dreitaujend 
Katholifen nad Norwwegen eingewandert. Folglich, da 1928 faft vierhun- 
bert Natholifen weniger tvaren, als eingewandert find, hat die fatholijde 
Rirde in Noriwegen nicht getonnen, fondern verloren.” Auch dem RKatho-z 
ligismus gegeniiber wird die Iutherifdje Rirde in Noriwegen den Sieg bez 
Jalten, wenn fie bei dem reinen Evangelium bleibt und, wo fie davon ab- 
gewidjen ift, gum reinen Coangelium guriidfehrt. &. ¥. 

Der Favit Hagt itber andauernde fdjledjte Behandlung feitens der 
italienifden Preffe. Aus der ,Vatifanftadt” tourde unter dem 8. Degember 
v.§. gemeldet: ,Papft Pius hat fic) in einer Anfprade an die fatholijden 
Priefter Roms fehr fdharf iiber die Saltung der fafdiftifdjen Breffe der 
latholifdjen Rirde gegeniiber ausgefproden fotwie dariiber, dag e3 unter 

















150 Vermifdtes und gcitgefdhidtlide Notizen. 


den gegeniwartigen Verhaltnifjen fatholifden Zeitungen de3 Landes immer 

fchiwieriger gemacht twerde, firdlidje WAngelegenheiten und Yntereffen gu be- 

fpredjen, iiber den Papft gu beridjten und fo fjeine Rechte nach dem neuen 

Lateranfden Vertrag gu erdrtern. Dagegen aufere fic) die Fafdiftenpreffe 

in riicdjidtslofefter, unboflicjfter Weife iiber die Kirche, fo dak der Papft 

fich beranlagt gefehen babe, biergegen fehr energijd vorftellig gu werden.“ 
&. 8 


Bu frit. Wus der ,BVatifanifhen Stadt” wurde unter dem 15. Dez 
gember 1929 gemeldet: ,Die Seligfpredung von 136 britifden Prieftern 
und fatholijden Laien, die wegen ihres Glauben3 in den Jahren gtvijden 
1594 und 1679 bingeridtet murden, twourde Hier heute bei einem Hodamt 
im St. PeterS-Dom vollgogen. Kardinal Bourne und eine groke Bahl 
englifder Pilger, die bom Hergog von Norfolf gefiihrt twurden, twohnten 
der Beremonie bei.” Wir bringen diefe Meldung iiber die ,,Seligipredung” 
unter der itberfdrift ,Bu fpat“, teil iiber die Seligkeit der 136 britifden 
Priefter und Laien fdjon bei ihrem Tode entidieden war. Das wiffen wir 
aus der Schrift, welche lehrt: ,Wer an ifn [den Sohn Gottes, den ein- 
gigen Mittler gwifden Gott und den Menfdjen] glaubet, der wird nit 
gerichtet; twer aber nicht glaubet, der ift fon geridtet, denn er glaubet 
nidt an den Namen de3 eingebornen Gohnes Gotte3”, Yoh. 3,18. Ferner: 
Selig find die Toten, die in dem OHErrn fterben, bon nun an“, Offend. 
14, 138. itber den rimifden Unfug der ,,GSeligfpredung” und_,Gecilig- 
fprechung” findet fich eine Darlegung in ,Xehre und Wehre“, Jahrg. 71, 
318 ff. ¥. B. 
Cine Negeruniverfitit in Afrifa. Wus der ,,Pbhiladelphia- Gazette” 
teilen wir folgendes mit: ,Wahrend die Neger in den Vereinigten Staaten 
langft ifre eigene Univerfitat befiken, mupten fic) ihre Raffengenofjen in 
der afrifanifden Heimat bisher ohne eine foldje behelfen. Dem Mangel 
ijt unlangft abgeholfen worden; in Rompata, der Hauptftadt des englifden 
Uganda, tourde die erfte afrifanijde, ausidlieplid fiir Schwarge beftimmte 
Univerfitat erdffnet. Da eingeborne Profefforen noch nicht gur Verfiigung 
ftehen, hat man fic einjtiveilen englifde Lehrer Holen miiffen. Die Vor- 
lefungen erftreden fid auf Medizin, Tierheilfunde, Argneifunde, Pbhilologie, 
Theologie und Landwirtidaft; fie erfolgen in der Kifuahelijprade, die in 
gang Mittelafrifa verftanden wird. Ym erften Semefter haben fic) bereits 
iiber dDreihundert fhwarge Mufenfohne immatrifulieren laffen. Gollte diefer 
erfte Verfuch erfolgreich fein, fo diirften bald aud in andern Teilen Afrifas 
Negerhodhidulen eingeridtet werden.“ %. P. 


<n 
—— 





a 
> 


Vermijdtes und zeitge/dhicdhtlide Notizen. 


Frage: ,Wo ftehen die Worte bon Luther, die in ,Chriftlide Dogmatif 
III, 525 gitiert find und fo Iauten: ,Weder ift der Papft Hober als die 
Vifdhofe, nod) ift der Vifdof hoher als die Presbyter nach gittlidem Red", 
»Nec papa est episcopis, nec episcopus est superior presbyteris‘?“ Diefe 
Worte ftehen Opp.v.a. Erl. III, 384, in’ Deutfdje iiberfebt St. 2. XVIT, 
819. Die Worte finden fic) am Schlup von Luthers Erlauterung iiber 
feine dreigehnte Thefe ,Von der Gewalt de3 Papftes“. Die Thefe Eds 
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lautete: ,,Dak die romifde Kirche vor den Beiten de3 Silvefter nicht haber 
getvefen fet alS andere Rirdjen, das leugnen tir; fondern den, der den 
Stuhl und den Glauben des heiligen Petrus gehabt hat, den haben wir 
immer fiir den Machfolger Petri und den allgemeinen GStatthalter Chrifti 
anerfannt.“ uther3 Thefe lautet: Dah die romifde Rirde Haher ge- 
twejen fet alS andere Rirden, wird aus den gang falten Defreten der 
rimifden Papfte bewiejfen; wider (contra) diefelben find der Tert der 
gottlicden Schrift, die bewahrien Gefdidten bon 1100 Sabren und der 
Vejdhlup de3 Kongils gu Nigaa, weldhe3 von allen das hHeiligite ijt.” Luther 
fagte Damals (Anno 1519) nod: ,,WAuch id) leugne nicht, daf der romifdje 
Papft der erfte fei, getwefen fei und fein twerde, nod) di8putiere ich dariiber. 
Dies ift auch nicht die Frage, fondern ob die Vetweisgriinde Geltung haben, 
mit tweldjen dieS behauptet wird.” Aber mit feiner dreigehnten Thefe 
fclagt er dem papftliden Fak bereits den Boden aus, und er twurde denn 
aud) in feiner inneren und Gugeren Stellung gum apfttum febr bald 
weiter getrieben. 


Was hindert gu unferer Beit nod ,,die Riickehr gum Erbe der Re- 
formation”? Diefe Frage ift beantwortet durd) Luthers Dittum: Wer 
nod) nicht nichts ijt, aus dem fann Gott aud nidts maden.“ (IV, 1692.) 
Golange twir nod) meinen, dah unfere Vefehrung und Seligfeit nicht allein 
auf Gottes Gnade, fondern im legten Grunde auf unferm Wobhlverhalten 
berube, twehren wir uns gegen da8 Erbe der Reformation, da8 auf die 
sola gratia [autet. Dasjelbe gilt in begug auf das principium cognoscendi 
der Theologie, da8 auf die sola Scriptura lautet. Wir miiffen iibergeugt 
jein, dDaB wir bon den Dingen, die unfere Geligfeit betreffen, fein Sota 
mehr wiffen, al8 in der Geiligen Sdjrift, die Gottes eigenes, unfeblbares 
Wort ijt, geoffenbact bvorliegt. Wir miiffen daber alle Gedanfen der 
modernlutherifden Theologie, die auf Fortbildung der drijtliden Lehre 
Tauten, fallen laffen. 


Wodurd unter dem Papfttum eine heilige dhriftlide Kirche geblieben ift. 
Gieriiber fpridt fic) Luther an vielen Stellen in feinen Schriften aus. Bu 
diefen Stellen gehirt auch die folgende, die fic) in feiner Sdhrift ,BVon der 
Winkelmeffe und Pfaffentweihe“ vom Yahre 1533 findet: Gott hat mit 
Macht und Wunder erhalten, dak dennod) unter dem Papft blieben ift erftlic 
die heilige Taufe; dana auf der Rangel der Text des Hheiligen 
Evangelii in eines jegliden Landes Sprache; gum dritten die heilige 
Vergebung der Sinden und Abfolution, beide in der Veidte und 
dffentlid; gum vierten das heilige Gaframent des Altar, 
da8 man gu Oftern und fonft im Qahr den Chriften gereidt hat, twie- 
wohl fie geraubet haben die eine Geftalt; gum fiinften das Berufen 
oder Ordinieren gum Pfarramt, Predigtamt oder Seelforge, die Siinden 
gu binden und gu léfen und im Sterben und aud) fonft gu triften, denn 
bet vielen der Brauch ift blieben, da man den Sterbenden das Kruz 
sifiz borgehalten und fie erinnert de3 Leiden’ Chrifti, darauf fie 
fi verlaffen follten; gulest auch da8 Gebet, als Pjalter, Vaterunfer, der 
Glaube und Behn Gebote, item, viel guter Lieder, beide lateinifd) und 
deutidj. Wo num foldje Stiice nod) blieben find, da ift gewiflid) die Rirde 
und etlide Geilige blieben, denn e8 find alles die Ordnung und Friidte 
Ghrijti, ausgenommen der Raub der einen Geftalt. Darum ijt hie ge- 
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wiplich Chriftus bei den Seinen getwefen mit feinem Geiligen Geift und 
[hat] in ihnen den chriftlichen Glauben erhalten. Wiewohl, e3 ijt alles 
jfhwmadhlid gugegangen, gleichivie gur Beit Elias, da fiebentaufend fo 
fhwachlich erhalten worden, dah Elias felbjt meinte, er ware allein ein 
Chrift [1 Rin. 19,10]. Denn fo getvaltig als Chrijtus hat miifjen erhalten 
Die Taufe wider fo viel Erempel der Werke und Seften und den Tert des 
Cbangelii und die andern obgenannten Gtiide wider fo manderlet Neben- 
lehre bon Heiligen, bom Ablak uftw., alfo gewaltig hat er miiffen erhalten 
die Hergen, dak fie ihre Taufe, Cvangelium uf. nicht verloren nod 
bergefien baben bei fo viel argerlidem Wefen; hat auch gar ftarf miijfen 
bergeben und bdurd) die Finger fehen, two feine Chrijten gutweilen gefallen 
und betrogen worden find, wie er St. Petro und den Apofteln hat miijfen 
bergeben ihr Berleugnen.“ Gonderlich betont Luther immer mieder da 
gottlide Wunder, dak der Text de3 Cvangeliums unter dem Papjttum 
geblieben ijt, wenn auch die Predigten, die dDarauf folgten, wider das Cban- 
gelium Tauteten (XIX, 1249 ff.). e. P. 
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Die Pjalmen. itherfegt und erflart bon D. Rudolf Kittel (Kommentar 
gum Alten Teftament, herausgegeben von D. Ernft Sellin, Band XIII.) 
Fiinfte und fechfte UWuflage. Mit einem Nachwort. 528 Seiten 644 X9%. 
Preis: M.15; gebunden, M. 17.50. (U. Deithertidhe Verlagshudhandlung 
[D. Werner Scholl], Leipzig.) 

Der bedeutendfte Pjalmenfommentar der neueften Beit fcheint mir das nun 
fchon in fiinfter und fecfter Wuflage vorliegende Werk von Kittel gu fein. Bd 
ftelle e8 in mandher Hinficht noch itber RKinigs Werk (Lehre und Webhre 73, 145). 
Der Verfaffer fann aud fagen, dak ihm fein$ feiner Biidher ,fo viel Dank aus 
den Kreifen der Lefer, vor allem der Studierenden und Geiftlicen, eingetragen’ 
habe al8 diejfes (S. VI). Das tommt jedenfalls daher, dah er nicht eine befonders 
gelehrte (obwobhl auf folidefter Gelehrjamteit ruhende), fondern eine fiir die Lefer 
perftdndlide und jugleih) LeS bare CErtlirung der Pjalmen fdreiben 
twollte. Er hat darum das gelehrte Material faft durchweg in die Wnmerfungen 
gur itberfegung veriviefen und auf das Notwendige befdrintt. Und er hat bei 
ber itherfekung, wie er in der Vorrede bemerft, ,mit vollem Bewuftfein, wo es 
mit irgend aus fpradliden Griinden miglid) fdien, Luther 3u Worte fommen 
laffen” (S.V). Hier ift einmal von einem der erften Hebraiften der Gegenwart 
LutherS unvergleicdliche Pjalmeniiberfegung voll anerfannt und benugt worden, 
in gewiffem Sinne ein Ereigni8. Rittel fennt und benugt aud mit Recht de8 
Reformators tlaffifde Pfalmenauslegung und fagt davon in der Literaturiiber- 
ficht: ,LutherS PfalmenauSlegungen find befonder$ berithmt geworden. Sie ge- 
hiren gum Cigenartigften und jugleicd) Hervorragendften, was Luther hervot- 
gebracdht hat. Sie find bon mir bdeS bfteren, Durchweg nach der Wusgabe von 
Wald, herangezogen” (S. LVI). Das Buch ift fo angelegt, dak die ifagogifdhen 
Fragen (ju denen ich freilid) mandhes Frageseiden gu fegen habe) in einer 57 Seiten 
umfaffenden Ginleitung behandelt werden; dann folgt die Ertlarung auf 439 Sei- 
ten, bierauf gwei Beilagen: ,Der Vergeltungsgedante im Pfalter” und ,Babylo- 
nije und aghptifehe Parallelen [!] gum Pfalter” und fclieblicd ein wertvolles 
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Sachregifter und ein Nachwort zur fiinften und fechften Auflage, die auf medani- 
fem Wege hergeftellt worden ift. Yeder Pfalm ift mit einer befonderen, den Jn- 
halt bezeichnenden iberfdrift verfehen, die mandymal unannehmbar, aber oft auc 
fehr treffend gewablt ift und gleich ein Predigtthema abgibt; 3.B. Pj. 1: ,Die 
get Wege"; Pj. 6: ,Vubpfalm in groper Not“; Pj. 24: ,Macht hod das Tor, 
die Titren weit”; Pf. 42. 43: ,Heimiweh nad) Gott“; Pj. 51: ,Gott, fei mir Siinder 
guadig!” Pf. 73: ,-Da8 grofe ,Dennodh”; Pj. 90: ,Unfere Zufludt in der Kiirze 
der Tage”; Pf. 104: ,Das Lied von der Schipfung”; Pj. 110: ,Der Priefter- 
finig”; Pf. 128: ,Hausfegen”; Pj. 130: ,Wus tiefer Not“; Pj. 150: ,-Das grope 
Halleluja.” Freilich haben wir auch gar mancheS auSzufeken, fowoh!l in der Be- 
ftimmung der Pfalmen alS auc) namentlich in der Wuslegung. C8 ift eben dod 
ein ganz mobderner Kommentar, der die Wege der firdhliden Wuslequng, die nach 
der Beit de Rationalismus juerft Hengftenberg wieder und nad ihm Franj 
Delikfeh gegeigt hat, vielfach verlakt. Son in den itberfdhriften finden fich folche 
wie: Pj. 44: ,RKlagelied der Maffabier” (!); Pj. 45: »~Bu deS Kinigs Hochzeit.” 
Uber vor allem ift die meffianifdhe Beziehung und Wuslegung faft gingzlich) auf- 
gegeben. Bom 110. Pfalm, von dem auch nod Delikfeh fagt, dak David darin 
nunmittelbar” bon Dem Meffias rede und den Delikfdh, wie 2 Sam. 23, 1—7, einen 
ndiveft meffianifden Pfalm” nennt (Rommentar, S. 200), wird hier gefagt: ,Das 
Gedicht ift, wie man fieht, fo wenig meffianifd im engeren Sinne al8 Pf. 2, mit 
dem e8 fich vielfach berithrt. €8 ift vielmehr ein Rinigslied” (das ift die 
moderne Bezeidhnung fiir die meffianifden Pfalmen), »wie Pf. 2, 45, 72, von einem 
prophetifden Sanger aus der Umgebung deS Herrfder$ ftammend” (obwobh! die 
itberfdrift auSdriidlid) ,von David“ fagt), ,da8 aber, feinen Horizont ertweiternd, 
den tegierenden Rinig jgugleid) im Lidhte deS meffianifden Zutunftstinigs, als 
deS idealen HerrfcherS BSsrael8, fchaut und damit von felbft gu einem meffia- 
nif hen RKinigsliede wird” (S. 358). Cin langerer Wbfdnitt bei bem 22. Pfalm, 
det hier die iberfchrift ,Von Gott verlaffen” tragt, iiber das ,Subjett de3 Pfalms-, 
bemerft, dak »hier gwar ein einjelner fpridt, aber nicht alS fiir fic) Stehender, 
fondern al Bertreter einer Sache und wohl aud) alS Fithrer eines RKreifes, des 
Kreifes der Frommen’ (S. 89). Und dann heift 8, dak diefer Pfalm gwar ,in 
der LeidenSgefdhidte SEfu eine bedeutfame Rolle gefpielt hat”, aber ,gegen feinen 
eigentliden Sinn turgweg alS meffianifd, und gwar genauer al8 in allen jeinen 
Cingelgiigen auf Chriftus und fein Leiden gehend, verftanden wurde” (S. 90). E8 
ift gu bedauern, dak der Verfaffer gerade hier nicht der griindliden Auslegung 
Luthers (St. &. Wusg. IV, 1226—1355), die auch fchon vor Jahren in Vondon in 
englijdher Sprache erfcienen ift, gefolgt ift. — Die vorftehende Anzeige war fdon 
Gefdhrieben, alS deutidhlindifde Kirchenblitter die Nachridt von dem am 20. Ottober 
borigen Jahres erfolgten Tode de BerfafferS bracdten. Wir teilen folgende 
auptdaten aus feinem Leben mit: Geheimrat Dr. D. Rudolf Kittel, Profeffor fiir 
das Alte Leftament an der Univerfitit Leipzig, war am 28. Méarz 1853 in Wiirt- 
temberg geboren, Diente guerft feiner heimatliden Rirde, wurde dann Repetent 
in Tithingen und Religionslehrer an einem Gymnafium in Stuttgart. An leg: 
terem Orte fing er an, fein grofes Werk ,Gefdhidte der Hebraer” herauszugeben, 
was ihm 1888 einen Ruf an die Univerfitit Breslau eintrug. Bon dort wurde er 
nad) Leipsig berufen als Nadfolger Buhls, de befannten HerausgeberS der neuen 
Uuflagen deS vorgitgliden Hhebrdifden Wirterbuds von Gefenius. (Buhl war 
ber Nadfolger Frang Delikfch’ gewefen.) Bm Yahre 1924 trat Kittel in den 
Rubeftand, war aber immer nod) literarifd titig. Durch feine Gelehrfamfeit und 
Selbftiindigteit ift er weithin befannt geworden, war aud Ehrenmitglied der 
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American Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis. Yon feiner ,Gefchicte 
deS VolfeS Bsrael”, die er {pater die ,Gefdhidte der Hebrier” nannte, ift fdhon die 
fechfte Uuflage erfdienen, und erft fiirglich hatte er die erfte Halfte deS dritten 
PVandes in neuer Bearbeitung herausgegeben. Sein verdienftlicdftes Werf war 
die HerausSgabe der beften hebraijdhen Bibelausgabe, von der jekt eine neue Wus- 
gabe vorbereitet wird. Cr lehnte die radifale Bibelfritif, wie fie durd Well: 
haufen8 Schule vertreten wurde, ab, war aber fonft dod) fritifd) geridtet und 
nahm einen vermittelnden Standpuntt ein gwifden Offenbarung und Religions: 
gefdhidte. CS war fein Wunfdh, dab an feinem Grabe nur ein fclichtes Gebet 
gefprocen twerde, wie Dies Denn auch gefdeben ift. Sein Sohn Gerhard Rittel 
ift Profeffor der neuteftamentliden Theologie in Tiibingen. g. F. 


Exploring the Bible. By Frank EH. Gaebelein. Price, $1.50. (Harper 
& Bros., New York.) 


Mr. Gaebelein, head master of the Stony Brook School on Long Island, 
is known as a versatile writer on Bible subjects. Several years ago he 
gave us an excellent history of the English Bible in his book Down through 
the Ages. In the work before us his ability again is manifest. To read 
the first fifty-six pages is a pure delight. Here the author treats not only 
historical questions belonging to the field of Introduction, such as the 
history of the canon, but especially the doctrine of inspiration. It does 
one good to see the strong defense which he presents of the verbal inspira- 
tion of the Scriptures. At that, he is very careful not to commit the 
error of attempting to explain the process of inspiration—a point on 
which God has not granted us much revelation. Now and then one begs 
leave to disagree with the author even in this section, for instance, when 
he calls Ecclesiastes “a true record of a false philosophy.” A fair, im- 
partial interpretation, we are convinced, will show that this book of the 
Bible is valuable, not merely for the false views it rejects, but for the 
positive truths it teaches. Soon the author unfortunately leaves the solid 
ground of revelation and enters the dangerous bog of speculation. He has 
observed that numbers play an important réle in the Scriptures, so he 
begins to attach a special, a hidden, mystical, meaning to them. Con- 
cerning the number one, he says: “Being the prime number, this naturally 
signifies beginning. Hence one stands in Scripture for source, unity, 
sovereignty, creation, and chiefly God (the first, or creative, Person of the 
Trinity).” “Two has a twofold implication, a good and an evil sense.” 
“Three is the number of manifestation. The three dimensions and the 
three forms of matter (solid, liquid, and gaseous) reveal the world about 
us,” ete. This is evidently taking us into the shadowy province of fancy, 
of interesting guesses, in which the old cabalists reveled. In speaking of 
God’s plan for the ages, the author distinguishes between seven dispensa- 
tions, those of innocency, conscience, human government, promise, Law, 
grace, and the Kingdom. Even where the terms employed can be correctly 
understood, the procedure strikes one as forced, as artificial. If a person 
wishes to learn what the so-called dispensationalism is, here first-hand 
information can be gotten. The outstanding error of the book is its 
Chiliasm. The author belongs to that school of believers in the authority 
and infallibility of the Bible who think that loyalty to every letter of the 
Sacred Volume compels us to become millenarians. Rev. 19 and 20, stamped 
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by their imagery and their context as obviously figurative, he takes 
literally. The last chapter contains some good laws of interpretation, 
which may be stated thus: 1. One must have the Spirit of God to under- 
stand the Scriptures. 2. The context must be observed. 3. The literary 
form of the particular Scripture-passage must be noted (namely, whether 
it is prose or poetry, parable or plain statements of fact, ete.). 4. Parallel 
passages must be considered. 5. The scope (aim) of Scripture, namely, 
to lead us to heaven, must not be forgotten. 6. The Bible must not, in 
a superstitious way, be used for purposes of divination; nor must it be 
read in a mechanical, perfunctory fashion. 7. Perseverance and patience 
must be exhibited in the study of the Bible. The book, to sum up, has 
chapters that are exceedingly good and helpful; but it likewise has sec- 
tions which place a veil over the clear Word of God and even distort it 
to yield wrong notions. A. 


Moses. By M. 0. Wee. 121 pages, 54%,X8. (Augsburg Publishing House, 
Minneapolis, Minn.) Order from Concordia Publishing House, 
St. Louis, Mo. 

Professor Wee delivered these lectures as Professor of Old Testament 
in Luther Theological Seminary (Norwegian) at St.Paul. They discuss 
in a popular manner the life of Moses, with special reference to chronology. 
Professor Wee correctly, we believe, assigns the Oppression to the reign 
of Thothmes III, making Amenophis II the Pharaoh of the Exodus. He 
does not doubt the Mosaic origin of the Pentateuch and upholds the his- 
toricity of the events there recorded from the life of Moses. We are 
obliged to dissent from the author in several respects. The reviewer does 
not believe the Ethiopian second wife of Moses to have been a Negress 
(p.97), nor does he accept the conclusion drawn from the references to 
the Apiru, better Apuriu (p.60). The identification of Joseph drawn 
from the Abydos Tablet (p. 52) rests on insufficient evidence. One regrets 
the omission of any reference to the problem raised by Petrie’s find of 
the Sinai tablets and their decipherment by Grimme. Standard texts 
unconsulted are Knight, Nile and Jordan, Jack, The Date of Exodus, and 
the old, but still indispensable book by Dean Stanley, Sinai and Palestine. 
The book is illustrated with fine views and is handsomely bound. The 
proof-reading has not been impeccable, “glasses” for “glosses” (p. 95) 
being particularly bad. G. 


The Authority of the Bible. By 0. H. Dodd. 310 pages, 6X9. Price, 
$3.00. (Harper and Brothers Publishers, 1929.) 

This book by the Yates Professor of New Testament Greek and Exegesis 
at Mansfield College, Oxford, a Congregationalist, refuses to accept the 
Bible as the infallible authority. That matter is discussed elsewhere in 
the present issue of our magazine. Instead of the Bible “religious ex- 
perience” is set up as the supreme authority. The “primal authority is 
that of truth itself,” and to get at the truth, “we must ground our think- 
ing on facts of experience” (p.133f.). “We no longer accept a saying 
as authoritative because it lies before us as a word of Jesus, but because 
we are rationally convinced that it is a word of His, and that will mostly . 
mean in the last resort because we are convinced that it is worthy of Him, 
that is, true and important” (p. 233), which means in the last resort that 
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“Christ is in some way identical with ‘that of God in us,’ the inner Light, 
the indwelling Spirit, whatever it is that we live by at our best” (p. 232). 
The Christian is set in judgment over Scripture; for since the prophets 
sometimes were mistaken (p. 128), Jesus, too (p. 237), “we shall seek the 
test of inspiration in the value of the inspired utterance itself. Where 
value is concerned, appeal must be made to the reason and to the moral 
interests of human society” (p.61). Then, wherein does the authority of 
the Bible consist, of that form of the Bible which liberal criticism has 
given it? “This is the function of the Bible as a whole: it is the in- 
strument of a Spirit in creating an experience of divine things” (p. XV). 
“The Bible makes us partakers in many centuries of human experience and 
invites us to appropriate to ourselves the rich religious meaning of it all” 
(p. 152). “The parables possess inherent truth, which was once appre- 
hended in experience, it matters little by whom, so passionately that its 
utterance makes us sharers in the experience” (p. 193).— Since “religious 
experience” and thought which does not flow directly from Scripture are 
simply the ratiocinations and emotions of the carnal mind, and since the 
carnal mind can think only Pelagian thoughts, the “religious thought” 
represented in this book is pure Pelagianism in modern thought-forms. 
The religion whose authority is experience does not need a Savior to rec- 
oncile God with us; Jesus need but elicit the best that is in us. “The 
work of Jesus was primarily this of reconciliation. He released men 
from falsehoods and perversions of affection and will which obscured their 
view of God, and then they began to know God” (p.291). All that we 
need to know is “the prophetic maxim that there is one God and He is 
good, and the New Testament definition ‘God is Love’” (pp. 298. 290). 
What experience does the carnal mind get when “Paul presents God in 
Christ as ‘Just and the Justifier,’ Rom. 3,26?” “The way Paul sees it is 
this: The highest form of righteousness, and therefore the righteousness 
of God, is love” (p.212).—JIs, then, the present generation in possession 
of the full truth? The apostles were not. They had no business to at- 
tempt to fix in a “form of sound words” the “faith once delivered to the 
saints”; that was simply constructing a new “tradition of the elders” 
(p. 299). Has, then, the Christian experience up to 1929 evolved an ab- 
solutely true religion? Certainly not. The book closes with the state- 
ments: “Any faith which springs out of life and experience, must develop. 
. .. If the Bible is indeed ‘the Word of God,’ it is so not as the ‘last word’ 
on all religious questions, but as the ‘seminal word,’ out of which new 
apprehension of truth springs in the mind of man.” E. 


The Truth of Christianity. An Examination of the More Important 
Arguments for and against Believing in That Religion. By Lt.-Col. 
W. H. Turton, D.8.0., Late Royal Engineers. Tenth Edition. 508 
pages. Price, $1.50. (Wells Gardner, Darton & Co., London.) 


Poftille. Predigtrufe aller Zeiten. Gefammelt von G Petersmann: 
Borsdorff. 212 Seiten. Preis: Geheftet, M.3; gebunden, M. 5. 
(Alfred Tipelmann, Giefen.) 

These two volumes, written, respectively, by an Englishman and 4 

German, deal with the defense of Christian truth. Turton’s Truth of 

Christianity has proved itself a most popular apologetic work, appearing 
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now in the tenth edition, carefully revised throughout, and registering the 
sale of fifty thousand copies. It has been translated into Arabic, Chinese, 
Italian, Japanese, and other languages. For the trained apologist the 
book has unquestionable merits. In 25 chapters it defends the following 
theses on rational grounds: 1. That the Universe Had a Creator; 2. That 
the Creator Designed the Universe; 3. That the Existence of God Is 
Extremely Probable; 4. That Man Is a Free and Responsible Being; 
5. That God Takes an Interest in Man’s Welfare; 6. That God Might 
Make Some Revelation to Man; 7. That a Miraculous Revelation is 
Credible. In general, the argumentation is highly satisfactory. The author 
fully exhausts the yywordy tod Beot, Rom. 1, 19, so far as reason is con- 
cerned, and throughout, his defense is concise, keen, and generally incon- 
trovertible, since the writer wisely refrains from the attempt of proving 
too much. Unfortunately, however, he concedes to his opponents points 
which a conscientious Bible student, on the authority of Holy Scripture, 
must maintain, as, for instance, when he endeavors to harmonize the 
creation report of Genesis with the evolutionary theory (p.124f.). He 
writes: “We come to the creation of man. Three points have to be noticed 
here. The first refers to the time of man’s appearance; which, every 
one now admits, was not till towards the close of the tertiary or most 
recent group of strata; so Genesis is quite correct in placing him last 
of all. As to the actual date it says nothing; for its chronology only 
leads back to the creation of Adam in chapter 2, and not to that of the 
human race (male and female) in chapter 1. And it is implied in several 
places that there were men before Adam” (p.132). The writer thus 
assumes that there were pre-Adamites, which Holy Scripture nowhere 
“implies,” but rather flatly contradicts. Again: “But it may be mentioned 
in passing that there is nothing to show that the earliest so-called men 
were ever men at all in the sense of having a spirit, which, as said in 
chapter 4, is the important point. They may have been animals, though 
closely resembling men in their bodies” (p.133). The writer thus assumes 
that the pre-Adamites may have been animals, contradicting the Genesis 
creation report by this assumption. Again, from the words made and 
created the author infers that “in one respect (as to his body) he [man] 
was evolved like the rest of nature; in another respect (as to his spirit) 
he was essentially distinct” (p.135). This is apologetics “gone crazy,” 
for it undermines the very foundation of the truth which it purposes to 
defend. These examples may suffice to show that the book, though excellent 
in many parts, must be studied with great care and much critical discern- 
ment. For this reason it ought not to be placed into the hands of the 
untrained Bible student. 

Dr. Petersmann’s Postille differs from the volume just named both in 
character and purpose. Only in the widest sense of the term may it be 
called a postil. It offers to the reader ninety-two sermon excerpts, grouped 
under five headings: 1. Festeeit; 2. Anbetung Gottes; 3. Christenleben 
vor Gott; 4. Ohristenleben in der Welt; 5. Tod und Ewigkeit, each in 
a complete form so as to constitute not merely a disconnected part, but 
a finished sermonet. The selection has been made with great care to 
cover the whole time from the beginning of Christian preaching to the 
present hour. The orthodox and the unorthodox, the Lutheran and the 
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Reformed, the conservative and the liberal, all were given a chance to 
have their say. Among the writers quoted we note: Ahlfeld, Augustin, 
Berthold v. Regensburg, Frommel, Gregor v. Nazianz, Haering, Ihmels, 
Chrysostom, Kierkegaard, Koegel, Lagarde, Loofs, Luther, Loehe, H. Muel- 
ler, Rade, Sadhu Sundar Singh, Schleiermacher, Tholuck, Thomas 4 Kempis, 
Vinet, Weiss, ete. In consequence, we find in the book the purest orthodoxy 
and the sheerest enthusiasm, sophia Theou and sophia logou. The value 
of the book lies in its careful selection of excerpts, which, while fitting 
in the general scope, nevertheless show the characteristics of the various 
men represented. To the theologian, and especially to the Christian 
apologist, such a selection of testimonials is of great benefit in introducing 
him to outstanding churchmen and leaders, their theological Grundan- 
schauungen and idiosyncrasies. Linguistically and rhetorically, the 
majority of the selections are veritable gems; spiritually, they are lacking 
in that inner harmony which is found only where there is perfect unity 
of faith. J.T. M. 


Studien gur Theologie Luthers. Von Carl Stange. Erfter Band. 1928. 
VI und 495 Seiten, in Leinwand mit Riiden- und Dedeltitel gebunden. 
Preis: M.15; gebunden, M.17. (Drud und Verlag von G. VBertelSmann 
in GiiterSloh.) 

D. Stange ift ordentlicher Profeffor der fyftematifden Theologie in Gittingen, 
Mitherausgeber der OQuellenfdriften gur Gefdichte des Proteftantismus (jeit 1904) 
und Berfaffer einer ganjen Reihe von Auffaigen und Cingelfdriften. Die vor- 
liegende Saminlung befteht aus neunjgehn Auffiken und Reden, die famtlic) teils 
in theologifchen Beitfdriften veridffentlidt, teils als Separatdrude erfdhienen, 
aud im Lutheran Quarterly und in det ,Quterft Rirketidende” iiberfegt worden 
find — alles gwifden 1900 und 1928. Der Auffak iiber Quther$ Begiehungen gur 
Theologie feines Orden$ und feine Betanntidhaft mit Gregor von Rimini forwie 
nGine fritijde Bemerfung gum erften Band der Weimarer Wusgabe” bezeugen 
die mifroffopifce Kleinarbeit deS Forfder8, der mit fiderem Auge alle in Betracht 
fommenden UuSsfagen fieht, fammelt, gruppiert, fic) dabei ein anfchaulides geiftiges 
Pild macht und die$ genau befdhreibt. Derartige Urbeit ift, wenn fie aud) nur 
ein Heines Moment de WirfenS Luthers betrifft, nicht iiberfliiffig, fondern wird 
danfbar bon jedem benugt, der fid) den grofen Reformator erflaren will. Aud 
in den andern ,Studien” findet fic) viel von diefer Rleinarbeit betreffs Lutherfder 
Uusfagen, aber fie treten doc) hinter die Stangefdhe Gedantenentwidlung juriid. 
Stange ift in diefem Bande hauptfaichlid Ethifer. Cr behandelt ,die reformato- 
tijde Lehre von der Freiheit deS Handelns”, ,die Alteften ethifden DiSputationen 
Luthers”, ,die HeilSbedeutung deS Gefekes”, , Religion und Sittlidfeit bei den 
Reformatoren”, ,Luther und der fittlide Bdealismus”, und auc) bei der ,Tauf- 
Iehre LutherS” ift die ethifde die Hauptfrage. Das Betonen der Ethit der Refor- 
mation ift in Ordnung; tourde und wird doc dem Reformator auf diefem Gebiet 
merfwiirdigerweife eine Liide gur Schuld gegeben! Aber der Lefer ertwartet dod), 
unter Dem Titel diefes Bandes die Darlegung der (ethifchen) Theologie Qut hers 
gu finden. uther ift nicht den Gedanfengang gegangen, den der Verfaffer uns 
gu geben gwingt, ehe er Luther darin ecinjufiigen verfucdt. Auch Luther hatte 
feine Entwidlung; er war 1530 ein anderer al8 1519; er bedachte ficherlid) Schluf- 
folgerungen und BVorausfegungen. Uber gewif ift er nicht gu der Lehre von det 
Siindenvergebung gefommen, wie Stange das feinen Studenten diftiert hat (unter 
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‘der iberfchrift ,Luthers Heilslehre”, S. 224): ,Adeal ift der gottlide Wille, wenn 
auf feine fittliche iberlegenheit gefehen wird; LebenSbereiderung, toenn der Ynbhalt 
DeS gittliden Willens vergegenwartigt wird. Der Wille, das eigene Leben dabhin- 
gugeben, ift gegenitber dem Siinder Siindenvergebung’; fondern er wurde dazu 
‘Durch Die einface Schrift gebracht. Wber freilic, ,was ift fchriftgemape Mr. 7, 
S.90—110: »... G8 ift ohne weitereS deutlich, dak in der dogmatifden Prin- 
aipientehre nidt mehr in erfter Qinie bon der Schrift die Rede fein fann. Die 
Dogmatif wird vielmehr nur dann alS Wiffenfdaft exiftieren finnen, wenn der 
Nachweis gefiihrt werden fann, dak fie e8 mit einer befonderen, eigentiimlicen 
‘Urt der Erfahrung gu tun hat. Nun mag diefe Art der Erfahrung auch in der 
Schrift ihren Wusdrud finden. Trokdem ift aber der Gegenftand der Dogmatif 
nidt unmittelbar in den Sagen gegeben, in denen die Schrift diefe Erfahrung 
gum Wusdrud bringt, fondern eben in der Erfahrung, welche diefen Saken gu- 
grunbde liegt.” (©. 99.) G8 ift denn aud) nicht gu verwundern, dak in dem fechjig 
Seiten langen Auffak ,Qur Wuslegung der WuSfagen Luthers iiber die Unfterb- 
Tichfeit ber Seele” der Begriff de$ ewigen Todes abgelehnt wird. Trokbem — ,Ddie 
Theologie Luthers"! R. W. H. 


Rirdhlidhes Jahrbuch fiir die evangelifden Landestirden Dentfdlands. 1929. 
Cin Hilfsbuch zur Kirdhenfunde der Gegenwart. Herausgegeben von D. &. 
Sdhneider in Berlin. 56. Jahrgang. 597 Seiten 6X8%, in Leinwand 
mit Dedel= und Riidentitel gebunden. Preis: M.20. (Dru und Verlag 
von ©. Vertel8mann in Giiter$loh.) 

DiefeS reichbhaltigfte tirdhlide Yahrbud, das wir fennen, erfdeint nun jum 

56. Male. E88 beriidfidtigt naturgemaf hauptfidlid die deutfdhen LandeStirden, 

bietet itber fie eine eingehende firdhlide Statiftit, fdilbert ihre Qnnere Miffion, 

gibt Auffehlugk itber die evangelifdhe Heidenmiffion und Yudenmiffion, behandelt 
aber aud) die evangelifcde Rirdhe im Ausland, wenn auch wieder naturgemaf nur 
turz. Sodann gibt e8 eine firchlidj-fogiale Chronif, {dhildert die firchlice Beitlage, 
hat ein befondereS RKapitel iiber allgemeine firdlide Bewegungen der Gegenwart 
und iiber Kirche und Schule und fdlieht mit der Ungabe deS Perfonalbeftandes 
der Rirchenbehirden, Synoden, Priifungstommiffionen und theologijcen Fatul- 
titen in gang Deutfdland. Cin wertvolleS Nachfdhlagewerf, auch fiir folce, die 
auf einem gang andern al8 lanbdeSfirdliden Standpuntt ftehen. g. F. 


DaS Marburger ReligionSgefprid. Berjuch einer Refonftruftion. Von Wal: 
ther Ribler. 141 Seiten 6X9. Preis, geheftet: M. 3.80. (Eger 
& Siever8, Leipzig, 1929.) 

Diefe Darftellung deS Marburger Kolloquiums, getwwonnen durc) unparteiijde, 
fadtundige und fcarffinnige Vergleidhung und Pritfung der verfdhiedenen, von 
Lutheranern und Reformierten verabfaften Relationen, wird auch dem Lutheraner 
willfommen fein. Der Verfaffer, Profeffor in Heidelberg, fallt fein Urteil iter 
die theologifde Stellung der Rolloquenten, aber gerade die reformierten Dar- 
ftellungen deS Gefpriacds, fo aud) die vorliegende, geben aufS deutlidfte gu er: 
tennen, wie getvaltig Quther 3u Marburg das Sdriftpringip sur Geltung bradte. 

&. 
Martin Luther as a Preacher. By Harold J. Grimm, A.M. 122 pages, 
514%4X7%. Price, $1.25. (Lutheran Book Concern, Columbus, 0.) 
Order from Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 

A treatise on a subject sufficiently indicated by its title, with references 

to Luther’s writings as well as to the literature on the subject. G. 
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St.John. By R. 0. H. Lenski, D.D. 194 pages, 54,X7%. Price, $1.75. 
(Lutheran Book Concern, Columbus, O.) Order from Concordia 
Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 


A series of nine textual studies, together with outlines for sermons on 
the life and writings of the apostle John. G. 


Missions in a Changing World. By W. W. Pinson, D. D. 212 pages, 
74% X5. $1.00. (The Cokesbury Press, Nashville, Tenn.) 


Dr. W. W. Pinson, for twelve years general secretary of the board of 
missions for the Methodist Episcopal Church, South, prepared this volume 
for the series on “Leadership and Training.” His views are freely ex- 
pressed in a lucid and lively style, but are strongly tinged with modern 
Reformed theology. W. G. P. 


Loose-Leaf Index, Rerum and Locorum. By R. T. Schuricht, Hills- 
boro, N. Dak. 

This index system consists of loose-leaf pages, guide-cards, and covers, 
the latter made up of heavy cardboard bound in green buckram. The sheets 
measure 63,35. Cover will hold 250 sheets. There are two sets of 
guide-cards, requiring two covers. One set has the names of the Biblical 
books printed on tabs; with these go sheets for references to books and 
chapters (exegetical index). The other set of guide-cards has the simple 
alphabet tabs for index rerum, and with these go the ordinary ruled sheets. 
The covers cost $1.50. The printed Locorum sheets, 50 cts. a hundred; 
the Rerum sheets, 25 cts. a hundred. The Old Testament guide-cards at 
80 cts.; New Testament and ABC at 60 cts. each. Rev. Schuricht mentions 
these advantages over the Wilson and other book systems: “More room 
for notations — small clippings may be pasted where they belong — flex- 
ibility — handy size — unlimited expansion — ready correction — easy 
house-cleaning (the latter, to my experience, is essential for a beginner).” 
Rev. Schuricht also has a congregational-record system, which fits into the 
same covers. Details on application. G. 
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